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MR. KNATCHBULL-HU6E8SEN had on the Notice Paper the following 
Motion :—" That pending the question of the abolition of the Railway 
Passenger Duty, as recommended by the Select Committee of 1876, the 
other recommendations of that Committee should receive the early 
attention of the Government," to which 

EARL PERCY had the following Amendment, viz. :^To leave out the words 
"pending the question of," and Insert "although this House does not 
advocate." 
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The question of the Railway Passenger Duty is even yet so 
little understood that a writer in the " Standard " newspaper, 
the day after the debate this Session, declared that Mr. 
Knatchbull-Hugessen had fallen into an " evident inconsis- 
tency " in arguing at one moment that the tax fell upon the 
Passengers, and in the next moment that it was borne by the 
Railway Shareholders. Mr. Hugessen proved that, " under 
varying circumstanceSj the tax falls upon Jo^A," and one of 
the objects of this publication is to set forth clearly those 
" varying circumstances " from ignorance of, or inattention 
to which, the *' Standard" falls into the palpable error of 
imputmg inconsistency j^here none exists. 

The plain statement ^de and ^MNM. in the accom] ing 
debate is that this tax is in some cases one upon 
the progress and development of which it retards, to the 
injury of the Public ; in other cases it is an exceptional bur- 
den upon Railway Shareholders who are, as a rule, persons 
of comparatively small means, who have done nothing to 
deserve exceptional taxation. 

Further, the case of the Railway System of England is, 
for the first time, fairly and fully brought . before the Public 
in this debate. 

It is shown that Railways are no monopoly in the invidious 
sense of the word — that Railway Companies were called into 
existence to supply a public want by private capital — that 
they work for the Public, and that inasmuch as their 
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property is considered as private property for the purposes of 
local taxation, and taxed for local rates in a manner excep- 
tionally severe, tliis additional public taxation Is manifestly- 
unfair. 

The tax is shown, generally, to be one which militates 
against the Interests of the public, and its special hardship in 
urban and suburban districts, and most of all in the metropo- 
lis, where there is severe competition with untaxed locomotion, 
is proved to demcmstration. The speech which each Member 
delivered during this debate has been sent to him for cor- 
rection, and it is earnestly hoped that a perusal of the debate 
will satisfy those who are able and willing to consider the 
question in an impartial spirit, that, the taxes upon other 
methods of locomotion having been removed, just and fair 
dealing, and a consideration of the public interest, demand 
that the Railway Passenger Duty, avowedly imposed at first 
on account of the existence of taxation upon other methods 
of locomotion, shall no longer remain a part of o« fiscal 
system. f0l^ 
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Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen, 

Sir, — I am afraid that the financial statement to which we 
recently listened, affords no great encouragemjent to any one 
who desires to ask for a remission of taxation. Nevertheless, 
since the Chancellor of the Exchequer is about to remit no 
taxation, and to impose no additional taxation during the 
coming year, I take it that his mind will just now be in a 
state so evenly balanced, that he will be able to consider with 
impartiality any arguments which may be adduced in 
support of a remission of taxation, such as that I now ask for, 
entirely in the future. Therefore I am about to call the 
attention of the House to*iiight to a tax wliich I consider to be 
vicious in principle, mischievous iS its results, unequal in its 
pressure, uncertain in its incidence, and to combine within 
itself, except only as regards the facility of its collection, 
almost every evil to wluch taxation is subject. Moreover, 
this is a tax which upon its first imposition was avowedly 
imposed for reasons which no longer exist, and under circum- 
stances which have been exactly reversed. Further, this tax, 
after careful inquiry, has been condemned by the report of a 
Select Conmiittee of this House as a tax which "is an undesir- 
able one to maintain longer than is necessary from a fiscal 
point of view." Now, I claim to speak to-night as a member 
of that Committee, representing the opinions of a large 
majority of its members, and as such, I present to the House 
arguments in support of their decision. But I speak also — and 
I say it Avith the utmost frankness to the Hou^e — as a railway 
director, representing the opinions of every railway company 
throughout the United Kingdom. (An honourable member 
**hear, hear.") I know what the cheer of the honourable 
member below the gangway means, and I will answer it at 



once. I know that there exists in certain quarters a great 
prejudice against railway directors and railway shareholders, 
as if they were the natural enemies of the public. I will 
endeavour to show the House to-night that this is an un- 
reasoning and unreasonable prejudice. But, before I do so, I 
will ask permission to make two remarks. The first is, 
that, although it is quite true that I have recently 
joined my sell to the unfortunate class of railway directors, 
I am still very much more of a landowner than a director, 
and my financial connection with railways is of far too limited 
a character to have tempted me (even if I could have been 
tempted under other circumstances) to have taken up this 
question from any personal motives. And my second remark 
is that I would say that I would not have taken up this 
question at all if I had not been thoroughly and honestly 
convinced that the interests of the public are in this instance 
identical with the interests of those who demand the remission 
of this tax. 

And now, sir, I will proceed to establish every one 
of the propositions concerning this duty with which I 
commenced. I said, first, that this was a tax that was vicious 
in principle. Sir, I hold this to be true of any tax which 
tends to check the development of a great industry — ^to impede 
the extended application of capital to such development — to 
interfere unnecessarily "with the working details of an indus- 
trial system, and to complicate social arrangements, which, as 
far as possible, ought to be free, simple, and unfettered. "When 
we swept away the com laws, we did so because we felt it un- 
bearable that the food of the people should be made dear by our 
legislation. When we abolished the window tax, we did so 
because we felt it intolerable to tax the free light of heaven ; and 
now, when circumstances have brought our country to such a 
condition that, to the great bulk of our population, locomotion 
has become little less of a necessity than light or food, I say 
that it is intolerable and unbearable to place a tax upon loco- 
motion. A tax upon the means of communication from one 
end of the country to the other — or, in other words, a tax 
upon the free circulation of the people from place to place — 
was once well compared by Mr. Hume to a tax upon the 
arteries of the body which supply and promote the free circu- 
lation of the blood, and I maintain that a tax upon locomotion 
at the present day is not only opposed to every principle of 
political economy, but is utterly repugnant to those dictates 



of common sense by which Englishmen generally profess to 
be guided. 

And now, sir, I propose to give a short history of the tax ; 
of its present condition ; and of the reason why the crusade 
against it, long delayed, has now been resolutely commenced. 
Aji3. whether that crusade be successful this year, next year, 
or the year after, sure I am that eventual success must attend 
efibrts which are directed against an impost which no man, 
in or out of this House, with any claim to be considered a 
financial authority, will venture to defend upon principle. 
This tax was first imposed in 1832, and it was justified by 
one argument only, namely, that there ought to be equality 
as regards all methods of conveyance, and that one method 
ought not to be taxed whilst another goes free of taxation. 
These short quotations will substantiate in every particular 
the accuracy of my statement. 

Mr. Hume, on August the 9th, 1832, said— 

** It is really astonishing when one considers the immense advantages that 
result to the community at large, aye, and to the revenue, from the formation 
of railways — that Government should, for a moment, entertain a proposition 
which is calculated to check their extension." 

Lord Althorp replied, as Chancellor of the Exchequer — 

" I perfectly concur with my honourable friend, the Member for Middlesex, 
in thinking that the jpublic would gain more by the repeal of the duty on 
coaches than by the imposition of a new tax upon raUroads, but as the 
Government are not, at present, prepared to take the former step, it is but 
just that steam conveyance should be placed on something like an equal 
footing with conveyance by horse coaches." 

Mr. Spring Rice (afterwards Lord Monteagle) said — 

* * It is the opinion of the Government that while the duty is continued on 
stage coaches, locomotive engines should not remain untaxed." 

Well, sir, that having been the sole justification of the tax, 
I will proceed in a few words to show that that justification 
is no longer possible. In 1855 the duty upon stage carriages 
was reduced ; in 1866 it was further reduced ; in 1870 it was 
repealed, and in 1874 the duty upon horses was repealed, so 
that stage carriages upon roads now only pay a tax of two 
guineas a year for eeifik vehicle so employed, and in London 
there is a police tax of similar amount for superintendence 
and inspection. 

The^refore, sir, I am justified in saying that the reasons 
for which the tax was first imposed no longer exist, and the 
circimistanoes have been exactly reversed. For, while the 
tax upon carriages travelling upon roads has been ro- 
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duced to a minimum, taxation upon railroads has been main- 
tained and augmented. It will be difficult to show the 
reason for this, but it certainly is so. I will follow the 
history of the tax and show this in a few short sentences. 
In 1842 the old passenger duty was changed to a duty of 
five per cent, upon the gross receipts of railroads, and this 
system, subject to some exemptions, has continued up to the 
present time. Be it remarked that, speaking roughly, the 
working expenses of railways are about fifty per cent, on 
the gross receipts ; although in many cases they are more, 
and the tax is therefore practically a minimum tax of ten 
per cent, on the net receipts. 

In 1844 came the Cheap Trains Act, by which Parliament 
sought to obtain and secure greater facilities for the poorer 
class of travellers. By that Act all companies were obliged 
to run at least one train a day from one end of their lines ta 
another, stopping at every station, going at a rate of not less 
than twelve miles an hour, including stoppages, and carrying 
passengers at a rate not exceeding one penny per mile. Ex- 
cept as regarded the fares, powers were given to the Board 
of Trade to dispense with any of these conditions, and trains 
so sanctioned by the Board of Trade were exempted from 
the duty. This was agreed to in obedience to the recom- 
mendation of the Select Committee, which I will read to the 
House : — 

"That the Board of Trade have a discretionary power of dispensing with 
any of the ahove requirements, and of allowing alternative arrangements^ 
which shall appear to it to ho hotter calcxilated to promote the puhlic con- 
venience upon any particular railway." 

Under the belief that they possessed this power, the Board 
of Trade went on granting the dispensation from one or 
other of these conditions for upwards of twenty years, and 
there followed a great development of third-class traffic, owing 
in a great measure to the exemption from duty thus obtained. 
Then in 1866 the question arose, upon which the Inland 
Eevenue denied the authority of the Board of Trade to 
dispense with the condition which compels the trains to stop 
at every station. The case was eventually decided in the 
Court of Exchequer, in 1874, and on appeal their decision 
was confirmed last year in the House of Lords. It was there 
decided that the Board of Trade had no such power, and 
that therefore trains in order to obtain exemption from the 
duty must stop at every station from one end of the line to 



the other. The oonsequence was that the tax rose froio. 
£514,000 in 1874, to £736,000 in 1876, an addition in 
other words of between forty and fifty per cent. Of course 
there was an outcry against this decision, which the House 
will perhaps hardly tlmik to be unnatural. 

Well, now, sir, I must pause here to say a word in defence of 
the railway companies from a charge which has been 
made against them with respect to these exemptions; a 
charge which I shall show to be utterly unwarrantable, and 
supported by arguments utterly untenable. It has been 
said that for this period of over twenty years the com- 
panies evaded duty which they were fairly liable to pay, 
and that a sum variously estimated »fc from one to five 
millions of money thus went into their pockets, which 
ought to have gone into the Exchequer. I shall show 
the House the utter fallacy of such a statement. What the 
companies did in the first place was simply to carry out the 
requirements of the Board of Trade, and they acquiesced in 
a belief as to the state of the law which was shared by the 
Grovernment departments, and by everybody else. 

There is another thing to be considered. If it had been 
known in 1844 that the interpretation first given in 1874 was 
the real interpretation of the law, and that the Board of 
Trade had no power to dispense with the condition of stopping 
at every station, no doubt things would have been nxanaged 
very differently. Probably the development of third-class 
traffic would have been much less ; again, the companies would 
have had it in their power to have complied with the con- 
dition of stopping, and so obtained their exemption. There- 
fore this sum of one, two, or three, or five millions is entirely 
an apocryphal sum which never existed, and would not have 
been received. But what is absolutely certain is this : I do 
not call the late decision ridiculous, because nothing which 
comes from the Court of Exchequer or the House of Lords 
can be ridiculous ; but if this had been known to be the 
law in 1844, the inconvenience to the public of these 
stoppages would have been very soon discovered to be so 
great that there would have unquestionably been an over- 
hauling and an amendment of the law. Nobody can read 
the papers in the matter without coming to the conclusion 
that the intention of Parliament was that the Board of Trade 
should have the power of dispensing with every condition 
which hampered the convenience of the public, and the 
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really true way of putting the ease therefore is— not that 
the raflway companies escaped during the years between 1844 
and 1874 a payment of duty which they ought to have made, 
but that since 1874 they have been subject to an amount of 
taxation to which Parliament in the origin never intended 
them to be subject. (Hear, hear.) 

Well, sir, now let me call attention to some of the 
mischievous results which have spnmg from this state of 
things. The intention of Parliament undoubtedly was, in 
passing this Cheap Trains Act, to encourage the railway 
companies to give good train accommodation to the poorer 
classes by exempting from duty the trains in which these 
classes were carried. "Well, sir, but time is money, especially 
to poor people ; and as soon as you oblige trains to stop at a 
great many stations to which they do not want to go, you 
rob them of their time. If the farains do not stop, there is 
no exemption, and then there is a direct inducement to the 
companies to cover the duty by means of an increase of fare. 
The companies, of course, were placed in a condition of false 
security. They thought that these trains had this exemption, 
and they developed their traffic under this beUef, when it 
afterwards turned out that they had no right to it. The 
case is an exceedingly clear one. Take the case of any rail- 
way out of London with twenty stations on it. As a matter 
of fact, out of every thousand third-class travellers on that 
line, 990 will want to go to three or four out of those twenty 
stations, these being the places where their labour is required. 
Therefore you inflict an immense amount of inconvenience 
upon these travellers if you oblige the trains to stop at 16 or 17 
other stations, and yet unless the trains do stop there, according 
to the recent decision, the companies are not exempted from the 
duty, and the tax falls upon them. 

Sir, this condition of facts furnishes a striking commen- 
tary upon the impolicy, nay, the folly, of Parliament 
attempting to interfere with the details of the working of 
these great industrial enterprises. If you allowed railway 
companies to carry their passengers in their own way 
(subject always to the limitations as to fares imposed by their 
several Acts) the result would be that for their own interests 
they would carry their third-class passengers at such times, 
to such places, and for such fares as would secure the accom- 
modation of the greatest number. In other words, they would 
run their trains in such a way as to secure to themselves the 
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greatest number of passengers. But the moment you begin 
to interfere by your legislation in the details of a great system 
like that of railways, you complicate matters, you confuse 
time-tables, you interfere where no interference can do good, 
and. you probably end by doing a disservice to the very class 
which you desire to benefit. 

But this is not the only mischievous result of the tax. 
For the development of trade and accommodation of residents 
in new and growing districts there is a constant demand 
upon companies for the erection of new stations ; but if 
th,e erection of every new station is to necessitate another 
stoppage, and throw another difficulty in the way of ob- 
taining the exemption fipom the duty ; to that extent, you 
directly discourage the creation of new stations and the 
development of rising districts. 

But then, it is said, granting all this to be true, that even 
supposing this tax to fall really upon the companies, the sum 
paid by way of tax is comparatively small. The evidence given 
by Mr. Samuel Laing before the Select Committee was very 
valuable on this point. He said that this money, though not 
always a very large sum, was frequently just the difference, the 
turning point which decides the company between the adop- 
tion or not of an improvement, or of some contemplated 
extension of its system. Take an exemplification of that. 
I take up the returns for 1875. The Great Western Railway 
paid £91,000 as duty in that year. Well that sum at four 
per cent., which represents the rate at which the great com- 
panies can usually raise capital, represents the interest on 
2J millions of money, and that sum might have been 
raised if the company had been able to make use of that 
money instead of pouring it into the exchequer. If the whole 
of the money employed in paying the tax had been spent 
in making improvements, or extending the railway system, 
then the whole sum of £736,000 represents an amount which 
would have produced upwards of £18,000,000 available for 
developing the traffic and making improvements, and thus 
directly increasing the trade and also the revenue of the 
country. If, on the other hand, you stop the increase in traffic 
you are injuring indirectly the revenue of the country and 
serving no public interest. 

But there is another mischievous result, which I con- 
sider the worst of all, I mean the difficulty under which 
the present state of the law places eveiybody who has to 
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carry it out. I don't know that I ever read a statement 
which, struck me as disclosing such an immoral state of 
things as that disclosed by the evidence as to the state of the 
law and the condition of the tax at present. Every witness 
who was examined before the Select Committee, without one 
exception, agreed as to the simple impossibility of carrying out 
the law as it at present stands. Mr. Farrer, the able secretary 
of the Board of Trade (though he was a witness by no means 
favourable to the railway companies), admitted that the Board 
of Trade had " concurred with the companies in making holes 
in the Act." Mr. Melvill, of the Inland Revenue, gave 
evidence of a still more important character. He said in 
effect that the Board of Inland Revenue, dissatisfied with 
the state of things, had raised the point in 1866, and, after a 
large expenditure of public money, had obtained the decision 
to which I have referred, against the power of the Board of 
Trade to dispense with the condition of stopping trains at 
every station. The moment they did that, they found that 
it was impossible to act upon the decision, and they had set 
their wits to work ever since to evade the law, because, as 
Mr. Melville said, " it was obsolete." That was the real 
truth. The law is obsolete and impracticable, and cannot be 
carried out without enormous inconvenience to the public. 

It is due to Mr. Farrer to say that what he proposes is that 
the obligation to run cheap trains should cease, that the 
exemption should of course go with it, and that the tax 
should continue without either. This proposal would no 
doubt get rid of a great deal of the present complication, 
but it would be at Ihe expense of inflicting a very grievous 
burden upon somebody or other who now pays the tax, and 
the additional tax thus inflicted would be virtually the im- 
position of a new tax — as indeed the decision of 1874 has 
actually imposed a new tax, varying considerably the con- 
ditions imposed by Parliament in 1844, under a. belief in 
which the great majority of the English railways have 
been constructed and worked. I say then, sir, that first the 
inconvenient stoppage of trains ; secondly, the unnecessary 
interference with working details; thirdly, the discouragement 
to the erection of new stations ; fourthly, the obstacle to 
improvements and extensions ; and lastly, but not least, the 
impossibility of observing the law and the obligation to 
evade it imposed upon those whose duty it is to carry it out 
— all these. things justify me entirely in saying that this tax 
IB attended by many mischievous results. 
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Sir, upon the unequal pressure of the tax I need not detain 
the House for more than a few moments, for the inequality 
and the varying nature of the tax have not been denied by 
any one. Mr. Melvill stated that the percentage of third 
class traffic liable to the tax, varied from 21 per cent, on 
some railways to 39 per cent, on others. There are a num- 
ber of companies whose fares are lower than the maximum 
rate they are entitled to charge, and who, therefore, are able 
to charge the duty to the public. There are also companies 
who by their Acts have the right to add this special duty to 
their fares above that which would otherwise be the maximum 
fare. On the other hand, there are a number of companies 
which have not that power, and which, either on account of 
charging already the maximum rate, or because of severe 
competition with other companies or with untaxed loco- 
motion, are imable to charge the duty in their fares or 
to recover it from the public. Therefore, in that respect, 
the duty falls unequally upon company and company. 
But it also falls unequally because, being a tax on gross 
receipts, it falls alike on companies earning large profits and 
also upon those earning small profits, or none at all. Again, 
it falls very unequally even on those earning profits or 
earning a certain amount of profits, because gross receipts 
are no criterion at all of the expenditure incurred in earning 
those receipts. If you take any two gentlemen in this House 
(and I hope there are many) with a nominal income of 
£10,000 a-ycar, you will find that one in earning that gross 
income is obliged to spend £5,000, while another has only to 
spend as many hundreds. This is perfectly true qIso of railways, 
and you may have two railways, each earning the same 
amount of gross receipts, while the working expenses of the 
one may exceed the working expenses of the other by 10, 20, 
30, or even 40 per cent. So that it is the fact that the 
railway passenger duty is not only unequal as between railway 
companies and other modes of locomotion, but it is imequal 
between company and company. I have established, there- 
fore, and I do not think it will bo denied, that there is 
unequal pressure in this tax. 

Now, Sir, I come to a very important part of my case, 
namely, the incidence of this tax. When I had the honour 
of waiting upon the Chancellor of the Exchequer with a 
deputation upon this subject, he, with his usual astuteness, 
endeavoured to divide the forces arrayed against him, or 
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rather arrayed against this tax, by asking, " Does the tax 
fall upon the shareholder or upon the traveller? " and sug- 
gesting that the interests of these two classes were opposed 
one to the other. (Hear, hear.) Well, I think there is a 
great deal too much made of this, as I will presently show, 
and I shall hope to convince the hon. member for Derby, 
who cheers that view of the case, but who is a man of impar- 
tial mind, that there is nothing in it. I think that I shall 
be able to show the House in the clearest manner that the tax 
falls, under varying circumstances, upon both classes, and 
that both classes will be benefited by its remission. I will 
take the traveller first. Now, this is what is said at page 5 
of our report : — 

** Several of the leading companies who had power by their Acts to charge 
the duty in addition to their fares, immediately adopted this course in self- 
defence, and it seems probable that in the event of the railway passenger duty 
being continued in its present form, and at its present rate, this practice will 
be followed by those companies who have hitherto abstained from so doing 
under the belief that the tax will be ultimately abolished." 

I wish, in view of this transaction, to read to the House 
Mr. Farrer's evidence on the point, and I do so because I 
think it is a view which will be put forward to-night, and 
because it is, in my mind, a proof of the mistakes into which 
clever men are apt to fall when they argue upon theory with- 
out a practical knowledge of the par<icular matter about 
which they are talking. I say this from no disrespect to Mr. 
Farrer, who is a most valuable public servant, and a personal 
friend of my own, who gave his evidence with great intelli- 
gence. But inasmuch as he was almost the only witness 
before us who gave evidence in support of this tax, I am 
obliged to put him, like Uriah the Hittite, in the front of 
the battle, not without the hope that he, or rather his argu- 
ments, may share the fate of that estimable gentleman. 
Mr. Farrer, in answer to questions 2309-10, thus stated his 
view upon the matter, he said : — 

" When the fares are below the maximum the tax falls upon the company, 
and not upon the passenger, and it is a mere artifice when the companies put 
down a given fere, below their maximum, and then add to it one-tenth, and 
call it passenger duty ; the companies will and do fix their fares, duty or no 
duty, at that amount which will bring them the greatest amount of net profit, 
and will and can no more saddle the duty upon the public than they could 
saddle them with a rise of 6 per cent, in the price of coals." 

He adds, that : — 

If the duty be remitted, the companies will absorb the increase of fares, 
and pocket the whole. 

(Cheers.) 
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I note that cheer, but I hope that, nevertheless, the im- 
partial minds of my honourable friends will be convinced by a 
few observations whichi am about to make. Mr. Farrer's fallacy 
is twofold. In the first place, he considers the British public 
as an unreasoning instead of as a reasoning animal ; and, in 
the second place, he is under a total misapprehension as to 
the relations between the companies and the public. The first 
practical answer to Mr. Farrer is to be found in the fact that 
since the decision of 1874, 26 railway companies, representing 
a capital of above 462 millions of money, and having a mile- 
age of more than 10,750 miles, have charged this duty to 
the public, either on season tickets or on ordinary fares. I 
will tell the House why the companies did this, and why 
they were able to do it. Precisely because they know the 
British public better than Mr. Farrer knows it, and they knew 
that if the British public had it plainly put before them that in 
consequence of a patent and certain adifition to a Government 
tax tne price of the production of the article supplied was 
increased, they would hold that to be a valid reason why a 
certain increase in the fares should be demanded, and for 
that reason they would pay, with only a very small amount 
of grumbling. But it is the interest as well as the duty of 
the companies to please their customers, the public, and if 
the duty were abolished and the fares were not reduced the 
public would certainly grumble, and demand the reduction 
of the fares to their former amount, and from my own 
knowledge, and from the evidence given before us in the Select 
Committee, I believe in almost every case they would receive 
that reduction. Whether Mr. Farrer may consider it an 
artifice or not, I know this, that if I have been paying 20s. 
for any article which I am in the habit of buying and am 
afterwurds charged 21s. upon the specific ground that the 
cost of the production of that article has been increased by a 
Government tax, I know perfectly well that it is out of my 
pocket and out of nobody else's that the shilling comes, and 
that I am practically paying the tax. And if that tax should 
be abolished and the cost of production consequently lessened, 
I should in that case not only grumble if the 21s. were still 
demanded, but I should bring to bear all the pressure in my 
power in order to obtain a return to my former payment. 

Of course, 1 know perfectly well the retort to which I expose 
myself by this argument. My right honourable Friend will 
say, ** If this is the case, and if the public pay this tax, then 
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the railway companies have no right to complain ; their 
grievance is niV^ But this retort cuts both ways. If the tax 
is paid by the public i» the cases which I have quoted, then 
it is directly a tax upon locomotion, which everybody 
condemns. If the public pay this tax, I complain as one 
of the public that you should impose a duty upon that 
which has become almost a necessary of life, and I complain 
on behaK of railway companies that you should make them 
tax collectors, and oblige them to charge a higher price than 
they otherwise would be willing to do for the necessary they 
supply. 

But I have also another serious complaint to make. 
There are 68 companies, with a capital of nearly 154 millions, 
^md a mileage of more than 3,650 miles, who either cannot 
or at all events do not charge this duty to the public. Now, 
air, in this case let there be no doubt as to the parties on 
whom this tax really falls. It does not fall upon well-paid 
chairmen, ot thriving directors, or powerful corporations, 
although these are the images which people have before their 
eyes when they talk over their dinner tables, and in their 
•clubs, about the fairness and justice of taxing what they are 
pleased to call " the great railway interest." There is no 
such thing as *^ powerful corporations," when you come 
to deal practically with the question. The tax does not fall 
even upon the debenture-holders or the possessors of preference 
and protected stock, save in coniparatively few cases where 
there are no earnings to meet the tax gatherer. The tax falls 
upon the holders of ordinary stock. Ijet me show the House 
what I mean. After the railway company has paid its work- 
ing expenses, the salaries of its officers, and the money due 
to its protected shareholders, whatever is left over is appli- 
cable to the dividend of the ordiaary shareholders. Be it 
remembered that these people pay income tax upon their 
dividend before they receive it, and this tax is, in fact, a pre- 
liminary, a heavy, and an exceptional income tax, not upon the 
dividend, but upon the money applicable to dividend before it 
becomes so applicable. Therefore the duty is in reality a heavy 
additional tax upon the investor in one particular kind of 
public securities, and that the kind which, from its nature, 
from the small amounts in which it can be obtained, and from 
the &cility of its transfer, is the favourite kind of investment 
with that great class of the public who are only able to invest a 
small and moderate simi. 

But, of course, my right honourable Friend will say 



15 

•" These people have come to the tax, and the tax has not 
come to them." (Cheers.) Hear, hear, again ! Well, sir, 
if this were strictly true, I do not know that it would 
be any strong argument in favour of the justice or fair- 
ness or morality of the tax. But it is not strictly true. 
(Hear, hear.) The decision of the House of Lords was only 
given a short year ago ; that decision raised this tax 40 or 50 
per cent. No doubt there are a certain number of speculators 
(with whom I have nothing to do) who may buy and sell 
again for the mere purposes of profit, but as regards the 
greater number of holders of ordinary stock, i. e. the bond 
Me holders, who look to this as a source of permanent income, 
it cannot be contended for a moment that their identity has 
changed to any appreciable extent within so short a period. 
Therefore the burden has come to these people, and they 
have not come to the burden, and that being the case, I want 
to ask another question. 

If the holders of ordinary stock are the people upon whom 
this burden falls, as undoubtedly it does faU upon them 
in the cases to which I have alluded, I want to ask my 
right honourable Friend, and I want to ask the House, this 
question — *' Are the public any great gainers by the trans- 
action?" I say emphatically " no " ; and I will tell the 
House why. It is directly contrary to the public interests 
that the holders of ordinary railway stock should be debarred 
from receiving a fair interest for the money which they have 
invested. And why, sir ? Railway directors occupy an inter- 
mediate position between the public and their shareholders, 
and are bound to consult the interests of both. Now, what 
does a fair dividend to the ordinary holder of stock mean ? 
It means that it gives power and inducement and encourage- 
ment to railway directors to develop traffic, to enlarge 
accommodation, to adopt improvements, and in everyway to 
extend their business in the interest both of the public and 
their own shareholders. But what does a low dividend, or 
no dividend at all, mean ? It means an obligation forced 
upon railway directors to cut down and keep down every 
possible expense ; to curtail accommodation, to abstain from 
improvements which would not immediately pay, to postpone 
extensions, and to wring every possible shilling from the 
public in order to prevent their poor shareholders beingstarved. 

Sir, it is an immense mistake to suppose that the real in- 
terests of the public are opposed to the interests of the 
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railway companies, which are doing the public work and 
working for the public. The more prosperous a railway 
company is, the better able it is to serve its masters and cus- 
tomers, the public — and there is no railway director or chair- 
man who knoVs his business who will not endorse the 
statement which I now make, namely, that the true policy 
of every railway company is to take the public, as it were, into 
partnership, to make the public participate, aye, and know 
that they participate, in every additional prosperity that 
may happen to accrue to the company. I say, then, that whilst 
on the one hand, when the tax is paid by the public in the 
shape of increased fares, it sins agaiist every accepted prin- 
ciple of finance, so on the other hand, when it falls on 
the ordinary railway shareholder, it is a burden upon a par- 
ticular class, grievous to be borne, and at the same time it is 
equally opposed to the true interests of the public. 

And now, sir, I have to encoimter a more formidable oppo- 
nent than Mr. Farrer, namely, my right honourable Friend, the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. In answering the deputation to 
which I have already referred, he spoke in tnis way concerning 
the incidence of the tax. He said — " We know that taxes are 
ultimately paid by the consumer, and therefore it is not 
unreasonable to suppose that this tax is paid by the passenger. 
But I do not know that this doctrine is always true, because 
the effect of taking off a tax where there is unlimited com- 
petition, gives the consimier a benefit, for he is benefited by 
the additional competition brought into the field, whereas if 
the tax is upon a monopoly, it may be that the consumer 
wiU get no benefit by the remission, and the trader alone 
will get the benefit." 

On this question of monopoly, I will meet my riffht 
honourable Friend face to face to-day. I will take that 
argument of monopoly in my hand, and I will tear it up 
once for all and trample it under foot. I deny that my 
right honourable Friend has any right whatever, for the pur- 
pose of this argument, to call a railway company a monopoly. 
Every railway company is a trading company, established by 
Parliament and regulated by Act of Parliament. The fares 
of every railway company are appointed and limited by Act 
of Parliament. The action of every railway company is 
fettered by restrictions imposed by Parliament, and is in- 
terfered with, I must say not always with advantage to the 
public — by Government officials. The only way m which 
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a railway company can hope to escape from competition, is 
by serving the public well, and carrying the public in a safe, 
speedy, and efficient manner. And, during the history of 
the last forty years, company after company has seen its pro- 
perty seriously depreciated by the construction of competing 
lines sanctioned by parliament. 

Well, now, I want to go a little more closely into 
this question of monopoly. I want to know what is a 
monopoly? 1 suppose a monopoly may be defined as 
an exclusive right to sell something to the exclusion and 
detriment and at the expense of other persons. Well, 
but when you speak of a monopoly in this sense, surely 
you must imply the antecedent condition, that if the monopoly 
did not exist, the work it does would be performed by free, 
and fair competition. I want to know if this is possible in 
the case of raHway companies ? I contend that where there 
is a sufficient public demand, there is either a competing line 
of railway going to the same town or place, or else there is 
the wholesome (fiead of competition, which produces practically 
the same effect. But you cannot have free competition with 
railway companies in the same manner and to the same extent 
as in ordinary trades. If you say to a butcher or to a grocer, in 
any town, " you alone shall sell meat, you alone shall eell 
groceries," you give to each of these men a virtual monopoly, 
and one that is injurious to the public, because you exclude 
500 or 600 other persons who could supply the same articles 
with equal facility. But in the case of a railway, the 
enormo^ expense of construction and maintenance pr^^ents 
the article of locomotion which it supplies being supplied 
by the ordinary agencies of trade. Aid, when you have 
got your railway constructed, you cannot have free competi- 
tion in the sense of allowing everyone to ran a carriage over 
it when he pleases, for, in that case, travelling would not only 
be enormously dangerous, but physically impossible. I sum 
the case up thus then, as regards monopoly : — The creation 
of a monopoly is injurious to the public, where, but for that 
monopoly, the same work would be done by full and free 
and fair competition, but the creation of a monopoly to 
perform a service to the public which can only be performed 
by a monopoly stands altogether upon a different footing. 
And when you surroimd that monopoly with regulations and 
restrictions, it is preposterous to call it a monopoly in any 
invidious sense, because it is created, not for the interest of 
individuals, but in the interest of the public. 

2 
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When my riglit hon. Friend talks about monopoly, I say 
boldly, before the House and before the country, that an 
enormous injustice is done to railway companies and railway 
shareholders by the use of such language and the encourage- 
ment of such ideas by persons holdmg the high and responsi- 
ble position of my right honourable Friend. Let the House 
consider for a moment the circumstances under which these 
companies came into existence. When it became evident 
that steam communication from one part of the coimtry to 
the other was a necessity, the State had to consider how it 
would provide that communication. The State deliberately 
resolved that it was not expedient to employ the public money 
in the construction of railways, but that it would encour- 
age and regulate individual speculation and individual 
enterprise. Therefore, at the desire of the State, by the 
authority of the State, and subject to the direction of the 
State, Kolway companies v^ere called into existence, to create 
and to conduct the locomotion of the country. 

Now, I want to ask the House to consider with fairness (and 
tiie House of Commons is always fair) what is the answer to be 
given to three questions which I will ask at this point. In the 
first place, did the State give the railway companies the land 
for the construction of those lines which were so necessary for 
the public service ? Not one acre : No doubt, as I shall be 
told, compulsory powers were granted. Yes, compulsory 

C^ers ; but will anyone deny that the railway companies 
to pay an enormous price for the acquisition of the land? — 
and is it not indubitably true — first, that no landowner 
throughout the length and breadth of the coimtry received 
less (and many received much more) than a full and fair 
price for his land ; and secondly, that in ninety-nine cases out 
of a hundred, the remaining portion of his property was 
inmiensely improved by the construction of the railway? 
(Hear, hear.) You must remember, when you talk of taxing 
the railways, this great preliminary expense which you threw 
on the companies ; and, when you compare the taxation of 
railways in England with the taxation of railways in America, 
as was done the other day, do not forget that in America not 
only were enormous facilities given for the construction of 
railways, but that from first to last a tract of land as big as 
the whole of England was given to the constructing com- 
panies. 
Then for my second question : did the State assist the 
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railway companies by granting them any subsidy of public 
money ? Not one single farthmg. You must remember this, 
again^ when you compare the taxation of English railways 
with that of foreign railways, as is constantly done : Belgium 
constructed her railways, and carries them on, as a State 
affair. France not only gave great facilities for the acquisition 
of land, but she has also given heavy subsidies to the railway 
companies from the public exchequer, so that when France is 
compared with England in regard to her taxation of railways, 
remember that when France taxes her railways she taxes the 
creation of her own State money and State aid, but that when 
England taxes her railways, she taxes the creation of private 
enterprise and private capital. 

WeU then, I ask my third question : did the State give 
any exemption to the property of railway companies from 
local taxation ? Not a bit of it. Remember this, for it is 
an important point to bear in mind. No exemption was 
given, such as is given to the ordinary highways of the 
coimtry, which are not liable to rates, but are made and 
supported by rates. Railway companies not only have to 
maintain their own roads, but they are rated in a 
manner which I shall presently show to be exceptionally 
severe. What then did the State do for the railway companies? 
I will teU the House. The State, having allowed the rail- 
way companies, for the sake of the public, to purchase land at 
an enormous cost, and thereon to construct their railroads, 
saidi this : " We will now allow you to use your own property 
for the public service, under such conditions, regulations and 
restrictions as we shall impose on you.'* The State said more, 
and no doubt very properly. It said, " We must protect the 
public from overcharge, and therefore we shall put a limit 
upon you in every case as to the charge which youmay make for 
carrying the public.'* And the State ftirther said, "If you do 
not carry out these regulations and observe these restrictions, 
or even if you do so and the public require something more, 
we will not protect you from competition with other lines 
that may hereafter be sanctioned." 

What, then, is the real true statement of this matter, 
which cannot be controverted ? There existed a great 
public want: the State, wisely or unwisely, shrank from 
supplying it ; the railway companies, at the call of the State^ 
came forward to supply that great public want, which, but 
for them, must have been supplied by a great expenditure of 
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the pubKc money and a great consequent increase of the 

Eublic burdens, and when they had done so^ in return for their 
ibour, their energy, their enterprise, and the capital which 
they had expended, the State permitted them to carry the 
public over their own property, tied down to specified rates 
and charges. I ask any honest man to answer this question, 
'* Which has gained most by this transaction, the railway 
companies or the public?" and I do not think any other answer 
can be returned but this, that the public have had greatly 
the advantage. I do not for a moment wish to doubt 
the powers of the State or the powers of Parlia- 
ment in dealing with railway companies, but I think, 
considering all things, that the railway companies might be 
looked on in a little more friendly light than they are by 
some in this House and elsewhere. 

Now, I want to go to another criterion of monopoly, 
for I cannot deal with this question of monopoly in 
a moment. What is one criterion of monopoly that first 
occurs to the mind? It is that the monopolist has 
invested his capital in a better and more successful manner 
than other people have done, or could do, and that he 
is obtaining a better return for his capital than the ordinary 
rate of interest will give him. I want to know whether 
that is the case with regard to railway companies ? I think 
it can hardly be contended that it is so. I see from the 
returns, that there are several companies — over fifty, I believe 
— ^with a capital of between thirty and forty millions, which 
pay no interest at all, while the average interest over all the 
rest is a fraction above four per cent., which does not seem 
to me to be anything very extraordinary. I sometimes 
marvel when I hear people talk of the high rate of charge 
on railways, as if it should not bear some proportion at least 
to the cost of construction and maintenance, and to the 
heavy burdens which you put upon railways, in the way of 
taxation. I bear people grumbling about paying fourteen 
or fifteen shillings to go to Timbridge or Ashford, and they 
grumble as if the phareholders were reaping a rich profit 
&om these charges, entirely forgetting that tliey are carried 
much faster and are accommodated in a far better manner than 
was the case a very few years ago, when they would have 
had to pay three or four poimds to reach these places in a 
far less comfortable manner, and would have lost the best 
part of a working day in the journey. 
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But since we are talking of monopolies, let me ask the 
House for a moment to consider the case of another monopoly 
I am going to read to the House some interesting words whic^ 
I read the other day. We have heard something about Qtis 
Companies, and from a communication made by the Chairman 
of Ways and Means last night, we shall probably hear more 
with respect to them before the week is out. Well, here are 
some words bearing on this question : — 

" A Gas Company has, by the nature of the case, a monopoly of the district 
it serves, and there has always been a difficulty in reconciling the interests of 
shareholders and the interests of the public in regulating this monopoly. It ' 
is essential that the shareholders should obtain a fair and even a generous 
projit on their capital,** 

Why is it not equally essential that the shareholders 
in railway companies should obtain a fair profit on their 
capital ? 

** But it is also necessary that consumers should be protected from 
exorbitant rates. The means now for a long time approved of securing both 
objects, has been a provision that Gas Companies shall not divide more than 
10 per cent, profit on their capital, and if their profits exceed this rate they 
are required to reduce their charges." 

This quotation is from a leading article in the " Times " 
last week. 

Now I want to compare the treatment of Qas Companies 
by Parliament to that to which Parliament has subjected 
Railway Companies. It is a strange thing that this notion 
of 10 per cent, once prevailed with regard to both, for in 
the Cheap Trains Act of 1844, the first clause enacts 
that : — 

After the construction of any passenger railway, when ** the clear annual 
profits divisible upon the subscribed and paid up capital stock of the said 
railway, upon the average of the three then last preceding years, shall equal 
or exceed the rate of £10 for every £100 of such paid up capital stock," the 
Treasury, after three months' notice in writing to the company, may reyise 
the scale of tolls and fix a new scale. 

Therefore it is clear enough that, as in the case of the Gras 
Companies so in the case of railway companies, Parliament 
had it in its mind, that the limit of 10 per cent, profit was a 
reasonable and fair limit that might properly be reached. But 
what is your diSerence of treatment as regards these two 
kinds of company ? I do not know that one kind of company 
is better than the other ; one supplies the best kind of light, and 
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the other supplies the best kind of locomotion ; and yet while 
Parliament has secured to gas companies a TTn'nimuni profit 
oC 10 per cent, (cries of "maximum!") no, I beg your 
pardon, minimimi, for gas companies are not to be interfered 
with till they have got 10 per cent, (if they get more they 
may be interfered with), on the other hand the railway 
companies are so overburdened with taxation that they are 
effectually prevented from reaching an average profit of even 
half that amount. Only three railway companies in the 
whole of England with a capital of less than five millions, 
have obtained 10 per cent, while, as to the other companies, 
with a capital much exceeding six hundred millions, an 
enormous number have only obtained a low percentage, and 
the average of the whole dividends of the railway companies 
is- only just above 4 per cent. 

Now, apart from the question of monopoly, I wish to say 
a word as to the other burdens whichplace railway property 
in an exceptionally hard position, x ou treat the property 
of railway companies as private property for purposes of 
local taxation, and then you treat it as public property for 
the purpose of imperial taxation and imperial control. 
Now, railways are the only industry, except canals, which 
is rated on its earnings. You do not go to the banker, the 
brewer, the publican, or the ordinary tradesman, and rate him 
upon his profits. You do not enquire into his earnings and 
rate him thereupon. You do nothing of the kind. A man 
may be making £10,000 or £20,000 a year in a house, but 
you rate the house on the rent for which you estimate that 
it would let from year to year. It was attempted last year, 
before the Select Committee, to contend that coal mines stood 
upon the same footing as railways, but there is an essential 
difference between the two. A coal mine is a thing confined 
to a locality, and the rates are paid in and for the benefit of 
the locality in which it exists. Moreover, in the great 
majority of coal mines, the rate is paid on the royalty of 6d. 
or Is. per ton of coal raised, which is considered the equivalent 
for an annual rent, but it has nothing to do with the sub- 
sequent profit which the person raising it may make per ton, 
after it is raised. But a railway, having all its accoimts 
before the world, published according to Act of Parliament, 
is rated upon its earnings, and, as I want to show the House, 
not on its earnings in one locality, but on its earnings in all 
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looalities through which it passes, and earnings which could 
not be earned in any one locality, save in connection with 
the other localities. For in fact you are not rating the land 
upon which the rails lay, which earns no money of itself, but 
you are practioaOly rating the caxriages which run upon the 
rails and earn the money, which are really the stock in trade 
of the railway, whereas no other trader is rated upon his stock 
in trade. (Hear, hear.) 

I will give the House a sample of what I mean, and I do 
it the more readUy, because four-fifths of the parish to which 
I shall refer, belong to myself, and I may say that I gain 
infinitely more by this mode of rating, and the injustice done 
to railway property, than I should gain by the abolition of 
the passenger duty if it were abolished to-morrow morning. 
There are 1,613 acres in this parish, 23 acres of which are 
highways, which pay no rates, and are supported by rates, 
20 acres are railway property, and the remaining 1,670 acres 
are simply houses, small shops, agricultural land, with two 
or three mansions as they are called, including my own house, 
rated separately, and I think they are rated at quite a suffi- 
cient amount, (laughter.) Well, the land throughout this 
parish is nowhere rated at £2 an acre— it is somewhere 
between 30s. and £2. — ^but the railway property, which is 
taken on the earnings of the whole line, is rated at £88 per 
acre ; so that the other day, while a rate of tenpence in the 
pound, produced £238, the mansions and shops and all the 
agricultural land, paid £133, and the 20 acres of railway 
paid £105. (hear, hear.) 

^ Now, this is only one instance out of hundreds of parishes 
similarly situated, and I want to know if it is possible to 
produce an instance of a more iniquitous tax ? Kemember, 
moreover that, besides this, the parish, as is the case with 
almost every other parish, has benefited immensely by the 
construction of the railway ; the value of the land has been 
raised and great accommodation given to the whole district. 
I complain, then, to-night that with regard to local taxation 
you treat railway property in every respect as private pro- 
perty, and in that respect you rate it upon a basis exception- 
ally severe, and then you turn roimd and say to the owners 
of railway property, " We will now impose on you an im- 
perial tax, because, imder the restrictions and limitations to 
which we have subjected you, we have accorded to you the 
glorious privilege of carrying the public ! " 
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ItTiinklhave already shown some groundswhy the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer should consider tms subject. But I am sorry 
tosay thatlhave a few more observations to address to you upon 
the remarks that he has made to deputations on this question. 
In a speech which he made recently, he said, ^* I shall have 
to consider other questions — the general convenience of the 
public on railways, and those questions referred to in the 
report of the Railway Accidents Commission respecting the 
safety of the, public. I do not like to take these questions 
apart from each other, and I shall consider them together." 
Now, I can have no objection to my right hon. Friend con- 
sidering any number of questions together, though I notice 
that anyone who follows this course is rather apt to get 
confused between one question and the other. But I say that 
the question how he wiU deal with the Eailway Accidents 
Commission's report is quite distinct from the question 
of the justice or the injustice of this tax. If the tax 
is just, keep it on by all means, but if it is unjust, let him 
not say " I will maintain something that is unjust, imless 
you do something else which comes under a different category," 
for this, if right to be done, you might equally well ask the 
companies to do without any reference to this tax at all. One 
word more about the Railway Accidents Commission ; I hope 
my right hon. Friend will not attempt to remove from the 
railway companies any of the responsibility which they are 
now under for the protection of the lives and safety of the 
public. There are many things in that Railway Accidents 
Commission's report, some of which are somewhat extra- 
ordinary, and if it were germane to the question before the 
House I would enter upon that subject, and would show my 
right hon. Friend why he should proceed with the utmost 
caution with regard to it, and remember that whilst undue 
interference may do much mischief, the railway companies 
have the strongest of all motives, namely, that of self interest, 
to provide for the safety of their passengers. But I must 
say that I entirely agree with this axiom, that it is the duty 
of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and indeed of the whole 
House, to consider how best the internal traffic of the country 
can be carried on, and no one can object to this being made 
an object of consideration. 

Now, in answering a deputation of working men, my 
right hon. Friend made use of some observations which 
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I think I am bound to notice. In speaking of this ques- 
tion he said — "the railways ought to give advantages 
to working men," in return, as I understand, for the 
abolition of the tax. The answer which I make to that is this — 
that the railway companies have already given an immense 
advantage to the third-class passengers, that is, to the 
passengers called (though I object to the term) "working 
men." When the railway companies were given an exemp- 
tion which they believed the Board of Trade had power to 
give them, they gave greater facilities than they were obliged 
to give to working men. You tempted them to do it by that 
exemption, and now, having taken away the exemption, you 
want to make them give other advantages, though they have 
given all that they can be fairly called upon to afford, as far 
as this tax is concerned. 

My right hon. Friend talks of advantages to be given 
to working men. I want to know whether the Grovemment 
have shown an equal regard to the interests of working men 
throughout. Let me show you what is the condition of 
things. I have recently had put into my hands — and this is an 
argument that may be used elsewhere — a statement that the 
railway passenger duty on third-class passengers amounted 
in 1873, if the calculations given to me are right, to 
about £40,000. The passenger duty raised on third class 
traffic since the decision in the courts of law has come to about 
£260,000, the tax having been increased on third-class pas- 
sengers, that is. on working men ; on those who are considered 
poor people. But the government has remitted the duty on 
horses kept by the upper classes, and it is calculated that the 
tax on the riding horses of the upper classes produced about 
£280,000. Therefore, the actual result is that you have 
taken a burden of £280,000 off those who could afford to keep 
horses, and that you have put it on those who are obliged to 

§0 in third-class carriages. I do not blame the right hon. 
rentleman for having taken off the duty on horses, but I think 
that he ought also to have taken off the duty on third-class 
passengers, and not made the latter supply the deficit caused 
by the remission of the former tax. My right hon. Friend 
may ask me " Do you know what loss to the revenue the 
abolition of the tax will produce ? " Well, that is not a ques- 
tion that I will attempt to go into at the present moment. 
In evidence before your Committee, the officers of the 
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Gbyemment departments oomputed that the restriction of 
the tax to fares above a penny would amount to something like 
half the tax, but I will not enter into that question fturther 
than to say that, whilst no figures upon this subject can be 
entirely reliable, the extensions and improvements whioh. 
would follow the modification of the tax would doubtless 
sum)ly much of the first loss to the revenue. 

Thus far, sir, I have dealt with the whole question of this 
tax, and have endeavoured to show its impolicy, its oppressive 
nature, its inequality, and its injustice. I have encountered 
— I hope not unsuccessfully — some of the arguments which 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer has thrown out in answer 
to deputations, although I am bound to say that he has never 
taken up a definite position as a defender of this tax. I have 
exposed some of the fallacies which have been put forward 
by those who will insist in looking upon railway companies 
only as " powerful corporations," and who are imable to see 
in our protest against this tax anything beyond that natural 
impatience of taxation which is common to all taxpayers. 
But my right honourable !Priend has one argument above and 
beyond all others, against the force of which I feel myself 
imable to contend at this moment. He will display his 
empty pockets and tell me that his poverty and not his will 
obliges nim to refuse that which he knows to be my reason- 
able request. He will say, " You cannot draw blood from a 
stone; " the revenue must be supplied somehow or other, and 
without a surplus — I fear without the immediate prospect of 
a surplus— it is impossible to give up the large sum of money, 
the loss of which would be entailed by the abolition of the 
railway passenger duty. My right honourable Friend's 
position reminds me of an anecdote I was lately reading about 
Mr. Douglas Jerrold, to whom a friend said, *^ Have you got 
the courage to lend me a guinea ? " " Yes," replied Jerrold, 
'^ imdoubtedly I have got the courage, but unfortunately I 
haven't got the guinea." 

Well, sir, I might meet my right honourable Friend even 
upon this ground. I might tell him that the expansion and 
extension of a great industrial system such as that of railways 
so adds to and feeds the general prosperity, and so directiy 
and largely increases the revenue of the country, that I could 
hardly suggest a wiser expedient to a Chancellor of the 
Exchequer m search of a surplus than the removal of any tax 
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which checks and impedes such an expansion. But I am not 
going to ask my right honourable Friend for any extraordinary 
concession to-night. The more confident I am in the strength 
of my cause and the validity of my arguments, the more 
willing I am to bide my time, and to give ample opportunity 
for my right honourable Friend and for the country to consider 
the question in all its bearings before they decide upon the 
total abolition of this tax. Therefore I do not ask the House, 
without further consideration, to endorse even the conditional 
condemnation of this tax which has been expressed by the 
report of our Select Conmiittee. What I do ask is the early 
consideration by the Government of the modifications recom- 
mended in that report to be adopted imtil the finances of the 
State warrant the abolition of the tax altogether. 

Now these modifications may be said to comprise two main 
objects : first, that by restricting the tax to fares above Id. 
per mile, -encouragement should be given to companies to 
charge low fares, and to provide train accommodation for the 
poorer class of travellers without being obliged to make the 
latter pay either in time or money for the exemption ; secondly, 
that relief should be given from the tax in those urban and 
suburban districts where the competition of omnibuses, steam 
vessels and tramways greatly ag^vates its injustice 

I hope my right honourable Fnend will not meet me upon 
this question by suggesting any difficulties in detail. There 
may be such no doubt, as for instance the definition of urban 
and suburban districts, but if the principle is admitted, the 
definition can be easily managed. And with regard to the 
principle, the arguments used in 1832 come home to us with 
triple force when we apply them to the case of the Metro- 
poKtan Eailways. I quote Lord Althorp's words once more : 
" It is but Just that steam conveyances should be placed on 
something like an equal footing with conveyance by horse coaches J^ 
So say I, and so says every man who is capable of taking a 
fair view of this question. But what sort of an equal foot- 
ing does the present tax establish ? Take the Metropolitan 
Railway, which is a fair sample. A capital of nearly eight 
millions was expended by that company at a time when 
omnibus companies, their principal competitors, were taxed 
by mileage and licence duties ; the removing of those duties 
and leaving the passenger duty on had precisely the same 
effect as if on starting two men for a race you took the great- 
coat off one man and left it on the other. And it was as 
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unfair towards the railway company, which had incurred its 
expenditure under the belief that its competitor was equally 
weighted with itseK, as it would be imfair if you had induced 
the man whom you made run with his coat on to back him- 
self heavily imder the belief and impression that his oppor 
nent was to run on the same terms as himself. I am quite 
aware that there are those who deny that there is any com- 
petition between the omnibus and railway companies, and that 
this view was put forward by Mr. Farrer. (Question 2835.) 
I cannot answer such a statement in a general manner better 
than in the words of Mr. Fenton, the able manager of the 
Metropolitan Railway, who very truly said that " it betrayed 
such entire ignorance of the facts with regard to omnibus 
traffic that it would appear scarcely necessary to refute it." 
But I will deal with the House of Commons more fairly than 
to give them a mere answer in general terms. 

Let me ask the attention of the House to what are the actual 
facts of the case. When the Metropolitan Eailway was opened 
its fares were based upon the omnibus fares. As soon as it was 
opened the omnibus companies reduced their fares, and as every 
section of that railway has been opened the omnibus com- 
panies have revised their fares and altered their service so as 
to compete more exactly with the railway at particular 
points, and more eflfectually altogether. The truth is, that 
this is nothing more than a competition between omnibuses 
above ground and omnibuses under ground, the difference 
being this, that the omnibuses under groimd have to pay for 
the maintenance of their own railroads, and to bear a large 
burden of local taxation besides ; while the omnibuses above 
ground, with a very much lighter load of local taxation, run 
upon roads which are maintained by other people. (Hear, 
hear.) 

And let me call the attention of the House and of the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to two porats, for which I beg 
special consideration. First, that the underground railways 
are of enormous value to London in relievingthe crowded traffic 
of our streets, and therefore that, from a public point of view, 
their development ought distinctly to be encouraged. I am 
aware that Mr. Farrer is of opinion that if there were no 
omnibuses the railway companies would not carry any more 
passengers under ground than they do at present. But against 
that opinion I set the judgment of the practical managers of 
these railways, and, after having made very careful inquiries, 
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I am in a position to say that if this industry were unfettered, 
and if it were, on the contrary, encouraged, instead of there 
being no more passengers carried, it is susceptible of very 
large development, every morsel of which development would 
be directly and greatly in the interest of the public. 

Again, as to my second point, I do not wish to see one class 
favoured more than another in legislation, but we cannot shut 
our eyes to the fact that the metropolitan railroads are especially 
used by the operative classes. From sixty-five to seventy 
per cent, of those carried upon the metropolitan railways 
belong to those classes, and therefore it is of the greatest 
importance to them that there should be a continuous 
and good service of trains by which they are conveyed 
to the places of their daily labour. But if you over- 
weight the metropolitan railways by taxation, inasmuch 
as competition prevents their raising their fares, you 
force them to save expense by reducing the amount of 
accomtmodation which they aflFord to those classes. I would 
remind the House that Parliament has imposed an obligation 
upon certain railway companies to run what are called work- 
men's trains (which they do at a positive loss) in order to 
convey people to and from their work. Well, that being the 
case, I say it is a matter worthy of the consideration of my 
right honourable Friend whether he should not so relieve these 
companies of the burden of this tax as to increase their power 
to accommodate the working people of London, and in that 
way increase the advantages which they have already conferred 
upon the public. 

Before I conclude the Metropolitan case, I must refer 
to the question of dividend. Now look at what has 
occurred in the case of the London General Omnibus 
Company. They paid no dividend until the licence duties, 
and the duty on horses were abolished. Now in 186f3 that 
Company was relieved to the extent of something like 
£18,000 a year by the abolition of tolls in the Metropolis, and 
it was subsequently relieved by the abolition of the duties to 
which I have referred to the extent of some £50,000. I do not 
complain at all of these remissions. I am in favour of all taxes 
on locomotion being removed, but the eflfect of these particular 
remissions was that the Company very shortly afterwards de- 
clared a dividend of 9 per cent. This was given in evidence 
last year before a Select Committee, and I saw by an announce- 
ment in the papers only the other day that lately they have 
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declared a dividend of 12 per cent., clearly showing the 
deyelopment which has followed (as is always the case) 
their freedom from restrictive taxation. Why should suon 
favour be shown to this Company, and the railway companies, 
who are conferring the greatest possible benefit upon the 
Metropolis, be deprived of a like benefit ? What crime have 
railway companies committed against the community P What 
is the case with regard to these companies ? The Metropolitan 
Eailway Company by good management has just been 
enabled to pay a dividend of 4 per cent, to its shareholders. 
The Metropolitan District Eailway Company is paying no 
dividend at aU, and has never paid any, and all this tune both 
these Companies have not only been compelled to maintain 
their own roads, but are enormously rated to local rates, and 
have to contribute heavily towards the expense of maintaining 
the roads over which their competitors travel free ! (Hear, 
hear.) Could the force of injustice and inequality in taxation 
further go ? 

There are two other competitors to which I will very briefly 
allude. These are, first, the tramways. We have had some 
little talk about tramways to-day. A Committee has been 
sitting lately to consider the question of the application of steam 
power to tramways. Well, tramway companies, I believe, pay 
for the rails on which their cars run, and they contribute 
something to the repair of the roads, but they are not rated 
to local taxation, and they pay no passenger duty. But 
now I want the Chancellor of the Exchequer to tell me one 
thing. I have not had the advantage of seeing the report 
made by the Committee which has lately sat to inquire into 
this subject, but I am informed that they have recommended 
that some motive power, other than horse power, should be 
allowed to be used upon tramways on roads. I suppose that 
must be taken to mean steam power, and I want the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer to tell me at what point a steam tramway 
upon a road ceases to be a tramway and becomes a railroad, 
and why should a steam tramway, running upon a road above 
ground, be exempted from taxation which the railroads below 
pay ? That is a question to which I should like to have an 
answer. 

There is only one other class of competitors, namely, the steam 
vessels, which compete very greatly with railways, especially 
with the Metropolitan District Bailway. I would not have 
said a word in reference to this part of the subject had I not 
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been aware that there are some parties who deny that there is 
any sort of competition between the other means of locomotion 
and the railway companies. In the *' Times/' of April the 
10th, an account was given of the annual general meeting of 
the London Steamboat Company, over wmch Captain Pelly, 
R.N., presided. At that meeting a dividend of 10 per cent^ 
was declared ; and what did Captain Pelly, in moving the 
adoption of the report, say P He said — " They hoped 
gradually and permanently to put an end to competition with 
certain railways, and to work in harmony with them." A 
very noble sentiment. Bear in mind that you are told that 
there is no competition between railways and steam vessels, 
tramways and omnibuses. But he went on to say this : — 

** As they possessed 17 miles of river traffic in the heart of the greatest 
city in the world, and, unlike railway companies, having no permanent way 
to maintain, no rails to lay down or renew, no passenger duty to pay, no fences 
to build Tip or maintain, but with the popular highway between east and 
west at their service, they had a right to expect an ever-increasing traffic." 

I think after quoting these words, and giving besides some 
facts relating to the omnibus and tramway traffic, the House 
will be of opinion that the Select Committee of last year was 
amply justified in saying — 

** The evidence shows that the railways in aU large towns, and especially in 
and around the Metropolis, are subject to very severe competition with 
omnibuses and tramways." 

I have only one more word to say about these modifications, 
and that is with reference to the 9d. limit. The limit of 9d. was 
carried in the Select Committee by a majority of 9 to 4, and 
the words " the competition is most severe in and around 
the metropolis," were carried by 12 to 3. The reason of 
the proposed exemption up to 9d., was that this limit 
would practically aflfect all the bond fide metropolitan traffic 
which is subjected to the competition to which I have adverted. 
I am imable to tell my right honourable Friend what the exact 
sum would be wmch the 9d. limit would take away 
from his tax, but I believe it would not reach £100,000. I 
speak, of course, on this point subject to correction. 

And now, sir, I have very nearly concluded the duty which 
I have had imposed upon me to-night. I have endeavoured to 
show the injustice of this tax, and I have tried to advance some 
reasons for the modifications which were suggested by your 
Select Committee. Before I sit down I am bound to refer to 
the Amendment which is to be moved by my noble friend, the 
Member for Northumberland. T can assure my noble Friend 
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that it would give me great satisfaction if I could accept his 
amendment. Agreement with him wouldhave forme thecharm 
of novelty, independently of the satisfaction with which I 
should do so on account of my personal regard for him. I am 
bound to say, however, that I do not think the House will 
require many arguments from me to induce them to reject the 
amendment of my noble Friend, because he asks it to say 
" that this House does not advocate the abolition of the rail- 
way passenger duty, as recommended by the Select Committee 
of 1876," whilst he is apparently willing to agree to the rest 
of my Motion, namely, that the other recommendations of 
that Committee should receive the early attention of the Grovem- 
ment." He asks you, therefore, to commit yourselves 
at once to an opinion, whereas I ask you to suspend 
your judgment upon the main question until you 
shall have been able to give it fuller consideration. I am 
much more modest than my noble Friend. I do not 
ask you to effect the abolition, but I ask the Grovernment 
to take certain things into their consideration pending 
the question of abolition ; that is before that question comes 
on for consideration. I ask you to be truly wise and not 
decide " aye or no," upon this question until you have more 
fully considered it in all its bearings. What T do desire my 
right honourable Friend to do is to consider at an early date 
whether he can or cannot adopt the modifications which were 
proposed in the committee. My object has been to place the 
case more fully before him, and I would not advocate 
the abolition of this tax at all, or even the acceptance of the 
modifications proposed by the committee, if I had not 
been most strongly convinced that the public interest, 
demands that this question should be dealt with in a fair 
just, and liberal sense. 

I ask the right honourable Gentleman to take the whole 
question into his consideration. It may be that the State 
made a mistake in refusing to construct railways with 
public money. It may be that the State made a bad 
bargain with the railway companies when it employed them 
to conduct the locomotion of the country. If that be the 
case (I do not say aye or no) it is not too late to retrace our 
steps. The right honourable Gentleman may, without great 
hardship to anybody, buy up the chief railways of the country, 
and allow some department of the State to manage and 
regulate the whole system. I do not say aye or no to that 
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policy to night, but at least it would be a clear, definite, and 
intelligible policy. But if you are going to continue to 
trust private energy, private enterprise, and private capital 
to carry on and conduct the locomotion of the country, let 
there at least be fair play. Do not cramp and cripple that 
energy. Do not discourage that enterprise. Do not scare 
away that capital either by exceptional taxation or by a 
vexatious interference with the working details of railway 
management. Let the railway companies charge, within 
the limits of their Acts, a fair remuneration for the work which. 
they have to perform, and then let them be governed by 
those general principles which regulate and guide commerciaM^ 
trndertakings in general. Take what guarantees you please , 
for the due performance of the public work; take what, 
precautions you please for the safety and comfort of the public ;,-. 
retain your Board of Trade supervision and your inspection ;^. 
and do whatever you think necessary in the public interest, 
without imduly interfering with railway enterprise. But, if "^ 
you seek to maintain this tax you will eventually find your 
error. A tax which is so contrary as this tax is to every 
rule of wise and just finance ; to every axiom which has 
governed the policy of this country since the triumph of free 
trade, to every principle of equal and equitable finance, is a 
tax, which, however great the amount which it may tempo- 
rarily produce, cannot permanently be maintained, and its 
retention as a part of your fiscal system only tends to check 
that development of trade and to impede that increase of public 
revenue which invariably follow the removal of imdue fetters 
and unnecessary restrictions from a great and growing 
industry. (Cheers.) 

Mr. Serjeakt Spinks : I rise to second the Motion of 
the right honourable gentleman the Member for Sandwich,^ 
and I trust the House will bear with me while I oflFer a few 
remarks on the subject under discussion, especially as I had 
the honour of bringing this question before the House in the 
first instance, for it may not be forgotten that last year I 
introduced a Motion which stated that in the opinion of the 
House it is expedient that the Eailway Passenger Duty be 
reduced with a view to its ultimate repeal. This Motion of 
mine resulted in the appointment of a Committee to enquire 
into the subject, and I cannot but congratulate myself upon 
the fact that the evidence adduced before that Committee has 
been so far favourable to the views I then entertained that 

3 



34 

the Committee actually recommended a reduction of taxation 
on railways, and also proposed that there should be, some 
time or other, a total repeal of the Passenger Duty. Now, 
I would venture, at the outset of the ohservations I have to 
make, to appeal to the noble Lord the member for North Nor- 
thumberland, who has an amendment on the paper, not to 
distract the attention of the House from the question before 
it by introducing a subject which it was never the intention 
of my right honourable Friend or myself to bring to the 
notice of the House, and which must give rise to a certain 
amount of inconvenience, and probably result in a division. 
The Motion proposed by my right honourable Friend is a 
very moderate one, it merely asks that the Government 
should give their attention to the recommendations of the 
Committee. I cannot but think that the Govemment 
must alre^^dy have considered, and will again consider the 
recommendations of so influential a Committee upon a subject 
which they have considered so very fully and as to which 
they took an enormous amount of valuable evidence. Now, at 
the time the Cheap Trains Act was passed undoubtedly there 
were great reasons for passing it. The poorer classes of the 
community had been accustomed to travel along the high 
roads of the country in stage vans and other cheap con- 
veyances, which enabled them to get from their dwellings to 
all places to which they wished to proceed, at moderate rates; 
and when the railway system came into operation the railway 
managers did not at that time understand that a large part 
of their receipts and profits would have come from the masses, 
and no doubt they neglected that source of income. It was, 
therefore, quite necessary that some such act as the Cheap 
Trains Act should be passed to enable the poorer classes to 
get from one part of the country to the other. Now, however, 
the state of things is very much changed. Railway managers 
have learned to take a very different view of the subject, and 
in the course of the evidence given before the Committee, 
Mr. Findlay, the Manager of the North Western Rail- 
way Company, pointed out that so important was it to 
encourage the traffic of this class of people at a low rate that 
if you, on the one hand raise, or on the other diminish the fares 
between two great towns even to the extent of a penny, you 
will find an increase or decrease in the number of passengers 
as the case may be, thus showing the policy or impolicy of the 
course you have adopted. Although undoubtedly there may 
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ndi be now any yeij great reason for altering this Act in 
reference to the poorer dasses inasmuch as they are now very 
fiilly proTided for, yet there are other reasons why this Act 
ahonld be dealt with and that very speedily. The able 
solicitor to the Inland Eevenue, Mr. Melvill, stated before 
the Conmiittee that the Act has become wholly inapplicable* 
In another part of his evidence he called it obsolete, and said 
that some of the proceedings of the Board were in direct 
contravention of the law. The accountant of the Board of Inland 
Bevenue, Mr. Eickman, also spoke of the Act being impractic- 
able ; that it was impossible to carry it out in its letter ; and 
he added, as to an arrangement which in his capacity of 
accountant he had foimd it necessary to make with the 
Caledonian and the Midland Eailway Companies for collect- 
ing the Eicvenue on the per centage system, that it was 
entirely outside the law. There are three systems under 
which the officials of the Inland Revenue Board have endea- 
voured to collect the revenue. One is the ticket system 
which approaches as nearly as possible to the requirements 
of the law. That is a system under which tickets are issued 
by the Company for certain parts of the journey, which parts 
are free from the tax, while on the other parts of the journey 
that is not so. Then there is the mileage fraction*^system which 
enables the passengers to break the journey. This I may 
illustrate by the case of a traveller going from London to 
York ; he is allowed to travel from London to Peterborough 
by a train that does not stop at any of the intermediate 
stations, and on the first of the journey the duty of course is 
payable, and then he is allowed to proceed from Peterborough 
by a stopping train and that part of the journey is exempt 
from duty, whereas according to the decision of the House of 
Lords the train in order to be exempt at all ought to stop at 
every station between London land York. Lastly, there is 
the per centage system which departs still more widely from the 
requirements of the law. Under this system, the accountant 
examines the books of the Companies for a given period and 
finds what per centage of the traffic is exempt and adopts 
that percentage as the basis of his future estimates. All these 
systems are more or less inapplicable to the altered conditions 
of the traffic upon railways. 

One of the difficulties, which arises in dealing with this tax 
and the exemptions from it, is to ascertain exactly what comes 
within the meaning of the section of the Cheap Trains Act as 
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" trunk and branch lines," and this difficulty is particularly 
felt when companies haye added leased or amalgamated lines 
to their systems of railway. Another difficulty arises from 
the fact that it is really almost impossible to carry out the 
requirements of the words of the act, and to convey passengers 
** on every week day " from one end of these long tnmk lines 
to another. Mr. Findlay, the manager of the North Western 
Railway, was asked this question by, I think, the honourable 
Member for Cambridgeshire — " We hear that fast trains go to 
Liverpool in four or five hours, how long would a train stop- 
ping at every station take ? " The answer to that question 
was — " It would take at least sixteen hours to go to Liver- 
pool." At the same rate they would take about twenty-four 
hours to go to Carlisle ; and starting at any reasonable hour 
of night or day it would seem difficult, if not impossible, that 
these trains should travel from end to end of these trunk lines 
" on every week day." The expression is not " every twenty- 
four hours," but " every week day." This is a subject which 
cannot be looked at with indifierence, because, for not doing 
what the law requires in this respect, the railway companies 
are liable to a heavy penalty on every day they omit sending 
those cheap trains, and on every occasion when they omit to 
do so, they lo*se that exemption which is so very valuable to 
them. It is not therefore to be supposed that the companies 
will do anything, if they can help it, which will forfeit their 
exemption. On the contrary, and this is where the matter 
crops up unfavourably to the public, it is quite possible that 
in many cases the companies stop their trains at stations 
where there are really no passengers to take up or set down, 
and where the trains might properly go forward on their 
journey without stopping. Now this causes great inconveni- 
ence and injury to the public, who are kept a long time on 
their journey, and thus all classes, the working classes espe- 
cially, lose much valuable time that might be employed in 
useful and profitable labour. Other difficulties occur owing 
to this stopping thus at every station, for when express trains 
get into the neighbourhood of large towns, where these stop- 
ping trains particularly abound, the fast trains find the lines 
blocked up by these stopping trains, and are delayed in getting 
to the end of their journey, and in many cases they incur a 
serious danger of collisions ; and it is very clearly pointed 
out by Mr. Oakley, the manager of the Great Northern 
Railway, in his evidence, that the existence of these stopping 
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trams interferes greatly with what may be called one of the 
oardinal principles of railway management, which is to get all 
the trains off the line as quickly as possible. The quicker you 
dear the railway line the more efficient becomes your railway 
machine — you can carry more traffic, and thus increase your 
reyenue, while ffreater accommodation is given to the public. 
It has already been shown by my right honourable Friend 
that the suburban traffic is sreatly interfered with by these 
trains having to stop at every station, for when persons living 
out of town at these suburban places are engaged in business, 
it is of the most vital consequence to them that they should be 
able to get to and from their business in reasonable time, and 
at a reasonably rapid rate of speed. The effect, however, of 
the requirements that trains should stop at every station in 
order to entitle them to exemption, is that the companies, 
instead of furnishing good and convenient train accommoda- 
tion, provide a slow and unsatisfactory means of transit, 
which materially affects the comfort of passengers living upon 
the suburban lines ^ and very often renders it impossible for 
people to reside at these suburban places. Mr. Parkes, the 
chairman of the Great Eastern Company, has fully and 
clearly pointed out all this. He says : 

The trouble that arises from our having to stop at these stations is so 
great and there are so many complaints, that we are obliged to send out at a time 
which suits business men a first and second class train which does not stop at 
any of these stations. 

What is the result of this ? — that they have to send out a 
third class train stopping at all the stations, which gets people 
much more slowly to their business. So that the more wealthy 
and influential are served with quick trains, while people of 
an inferior position are subjected to all the inconvenience and 
annoyance of slow and stopping trains, and, it may be, some- 
times are subjected to dismissal from their situations through 
arriving late at their places of employment. 

Now, I will endeavour, as far as possible, to steer clear of 
any observations already fully made by my right honourable 
Friend opposite. But he has introduced some remarks as to 
the difficulties companies incur in opening new railway 
stations owing to the provisions of the Cheap Trains Act, 
which I would wish to supplement by an illusfa'ation. I can 
cite one case as to the opening of a roadside station, which is 
well worthy the attention of the House. Mr. Ellis, a director 
of the Bristol and Exeter Railway and other railways, stated 
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tiiat the Bristcd and Exeter Bailway Company were indaoed 
by the representations of some people living in a neighbour- 
ing village to open a station at a place called Silverton. The 
station was opened, and as far as passenger traffic was oon- 
fiemed the station was hardly used, only two or three people 
getting in and out in the course of a week. But having once 
opened the station they were in this position, that all the 
trains for which the company intended to claim exemption 
from duty were obliged to stop at that station. The conse- 
quence was that the Bristol and Exeter Railway Company 
having a train from Bristol or Exeter passing Silverton 
Station as late as ten in the evening, although there was no 
great prospect of having any traffic, the company was obliged 
to keep the station open to that time to stop the train, then to 
light fires, to keep the porters on duty, to light the lamps, and 
to incur in respect oi that station a much greater expense 
than could be covered by any receipts from passenger traffic 
there. " That," said Mr. EUis, " was a lesson to me, and 
I never afterwards concurred in opening a roadway station,'* 
and Mr. Oakley gave similar evidence. Without labouring 
further this part of the case, I think we may say that there 
was reason for the Committee's proposal to do away with the 
obligation to run these cheap trains from station to station in 
order to claim these exemptions. I have little to add to what 
has been said by my right honourable friend with regard to 
the fares under ninepence. These fares are really what are 
called competitive fares. Such a fare as ninepence may be 
charged for the distance over which competition may fairly 
exist between railways, tramways, and omnibuses, and it was 
thought by the Committee to be desirable that these fares 
should be exempted. On this subject, it was remarked by 
Mr. Parkes, that where there was competition the Passenger 
Duty was paid by the railway companies, and, of course, 
where there is competition the fares are at their lowest, so 
this singular result follows, that -where the fares are lowest in 
consequence of competition there the duty has to be paid by 
the railway companies. It must not be thought that this 
exemption of the nijiepenny fares would only apply to the 
neighbourhood of London. All the large towns are similarly 
affected. All have tramways and omnibuses, and in all these 
places the exemption from duty on fares imder ninepence 
would be a considerable relief to railway companies. There 
is no question that there is a great amoimt of competition 
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to be met by railway companies, especially over short dis- 
tances. The able mana^r of the Metropolitan Eailway, in 
answer to a question which I think I put to him, said there 
was not a single station free from competition on his line, and 
he said that at every one of those stations the competition 
was very severe. Again, the North London Railway has a 
tramway running right alongside of it during the whole or 
nearly the whole of the distance. That tramway competes 
with it for the traflSc at every single station on the line. 
While the North London Railway made its line, and has 
since kept it up, there is this tramway running along the 
public road paying nothing for making the road and nothing 
lor repairing it, and the height of injustice seems to be this — 
that the North London Railway Company actually con- 
tributes largely to the rates to keep up the very road on which 
its competitor runs. I think I have said enough, in addition 
to what has fallen from my right honourable Friend, to induce 
this House to think that there is a case for the remission 
of the duty on fares at or under a penny a mile, and at 
or under ninepence, made out in the competition to 
which the railways are subjected by their untaxed competitors ; 
in the great inconvenience to which the public suffers in 
consequence of the stoppage of trains to get the exemption, 
and also in the great difficulty and scandal of public depart- 
ments being obliged to deal with these matters of taxation 
outside the law. The fact that it is impossible to keep 
within the law is a strong reason for sometlung being done 
with regard to the Cheap Trains Act and for that which 
must necessarily follow the amendment of that Act — a 
remission of some of these duties. Before I pass from this 
subject, I must say that I cannot altogether endorse the 
remarks made by my right honourable Friend with regard 
to this duty being somewhat in the nature of an income-tax, 
I regret to say that I have almost to wish that in all cases 
it was only an income-tax. Then I should have less objec- 
tion to it, for the income-tax is only charged and paid where 
there is an income to pay it on. But with regard to these 
railways where there is no dividend paid to the holder of 
the ordinary shares, this tax is still levied. When the 
preference and guaranteed shareholders get nothing, even 
then the tax is levied. Even when there is nothing paid to 
the holders of debentures and debenture stock this tax is 
demanded, and I firmly believe if you could find an un- 
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fortunate company which did not even pay its working 
expenses the Chancellor of the Exchequer would still be 
found saying in effect : " I do not care for those who are 
creditors of the company and have furnished the means for 
working the line. Here is my tax and the shareholders 
will have to pay it." Having then lightly touched on 
the arguments in favour of this remission, I will go briefly 
through the argimients which may and undoubtedly will 
be adduced against it. We come first to the old story 
that these railways are a monopoly. There is no doubt 
they have a monopoly on their own line of railway, and where 
companies run for a long distance and have no other line of 
railway to compete with them, they have a practical 
monopoly in other respects owing to their excellence 
and cheapness. Thus the London and Brighton Eailway, 
so ably presided over by my honourable friend the Member 
for Orkney, have a monopoly of the passenger traffic to 
Brighton on their own line of railway, and practically of the 
traffic in all directions, though no doubt there are coaches 
running on the high-road in the summer time. But what 
has happened before the Company got that monopoly? 
They have had to go before a Eailway Committee. They 
have had imposed upon them a scale of rates, and fares, and 
tolls which are far lower and more in favour of the public 
than anything prevailing in this coimtry before railways 
were initiated. These moderate rates have been brought 
still lower by the desire of the railway companies to serve 
the public. Then you ha^e the Board of Trade looking 
after them to prevent their monopoly being used in a way 
to endanger the safety of the public, and in other ways to 
regulate them. You have also the provisions of the Cheap 
Trains Act, which again regulate and modify their charges 
and proceedings; and you have also that rather arbitrary 
and unconstitutional tribunal — the Eailway Commissioners. 
So that they are monopolies only in a limited sense. I think 
the right honourable member for the University of London 
(Mr. Lowe) has called a railway a ^'qualified monopoly." 
Now, even if monopolies are, as they are sometimes described 
as being, odious, it surely is not part of the duty of the 
Legislature to put taxation upon things that are disagreeable 
and odious as a sort of penalty for their impopularity. And 
if it is said that the effect of a monopoly is to make the 
things affected by that monopoly dear and bad — though i 
deny that this is the result of railway monopolies — ^how are 
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Yoa going to make trayeUingon railways better and cheaper 
py putting a tax upon it ? xou will not make it cheaper or 
improve the system of management by taking away a portion 
of the profits out of which alone additional accommodation 
can be supplied. Another argiunent which has been used 
against these railways having this remission is that railway 
oompanies have been formed with a perfect knowledge that 
this tax existed. In short, it is said that " they came to the 
nuisanoe," as the phrase goes. That seems to me rather an 
extraordinary argimient. Suppose that a deputation waited 
tipon the Chancellor of the Exchequer to urge the abolition of 
the House Duty, what sort of answer would it be for him to 
give if he were to say, " You constructed your house with a 
firfect knowledge 4 this duty existed, aifd having so done, 
you must continue to bear the burden. I never heard that 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer gave any such answer to 
the deputation that waited upon him recently on the subject 
of the House Duty, and indeed, such an argument could only 
be used on the principle that any answer was good enough 
for a Railway Company. But while we are dealing with 
this question, it must not be forgotten that this tax is not the 
same in amount as formerly. It is still the same, no doubt, in 
one sense, for it is still a five per cent, tax, but in its opera- 
tion on railway receipts it is very difierent. The decision of 
the House of Lords has increased the burden of that tax at 
least 50 per cent., and in a manner that could not be at all 
foreseen by railway companies when they opened many of 
their railways. Tims Mr. Oakley, the manager of the Great 
Northern Railway says, they had no idea when they opened 
their line that any such claim for duty would be made, and 
they were much surprised when it was put forward. 

Again, since the tax was imposed on the railway compa- 
nies, there has been a large increase in the amount of their 
working expenses, and that has greatly increased the burden 
of this tax upon them. For instance, when railways were 
first established the idea was that the working expenses would 
amount to 40 per cent, of their gross receipts. Lines were 
leased by other companies who agreed to pay over the gross 
traffic receipts, less 40 per cent, for working expenses, or some- 
times even 33 per cent., and if any person wanted to know 
what dividend a railway was likely to pay, he took the gross 
receipts of the railway, deducted 40 per cent, for working 
expenses, and proceeded to divide the result between the 
people who received interest and the people who received 
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dividend. When the working expenses were 40 per cent, the 
free or net revenue of course amounted to sixty per cent. ; but 
now, according to Mr, Allport's evidence upon that point, we 
may fairly take it that the average railway expenses are 55 
per cent., and that leaves, instead of 60 per cent, free or 
net revenue, only 45 per cent, of free or net revenue on 
which this tax is a burden. The tax therefore upon free or 
net revenue when this tax was first imposed was only 8^ per 
cent. It is now 11^ per cent., or an increase of 3 per cent., 
and that is one of the circumstances which has led railway 
companies to make such exertions to get rid of this to 
them almost intolerable imposition. But how does the 
argument that the railway companies are stopped now from 
complaining of the tax aSfect the general public which has 
a deep interest in the abolition or reduction of this tax. 
They are still entitled to complain about it. They have 
complained, and whether railway companies are estopped 
from complaining or not, the public have a right still to pro- 
test against the continuance of this tax. By way of another 
argument it is objected that the public may not get the 
benefit of the remission. The Chancellor of the Exchequer 
in his answer to a recent deputation seems to be very much 
afraid that the companies will get the whole of it. He says 
the result of this remission might be that the shareholders 
might have two or three per cent, extra paid in dividend and 
that the public would get nothing. I think the right honour- 
able Gentleman might have reflected that if the abolition of 
this tax would add two or three per cent, to shareholders' 
dividends, the putting on and his keeping on this impost 
must take two or three per cent, out of their pockets. (Hear, 
hear.) But he is wrong in thinking there would be this 
increase in the dividends, for the benefit to the dividends 
if the whole amount went to the shareholders would only 
range from eight shillings to about fourteen or fifteen 
shillings per cent. But it is perfectly impossible that all 
this can go into the pockets of the sharenolders. A very large 
portion of it will necessarily be taken off from the charges 
on the public the moment this tax is remitted. The total 
amount of this remission is fixed by Mr. Eickman at some- 
thing like £350,000, or from £300,000 to £350,000. Now 
several railway companies are charging their maximum fares 
to certaiQ places and they are also exercising their power to 
charge this five per cent, duty in addition to the maximum. 
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'Ear insteaoe, on the North-Weetem line &ey charge their 
aapmnm fare, and in addition to that they charge &e duty 
whioh in tiieir case, in respect of third-class traffic, amounts 
to £51,000. The Great Western Bailway Company in the same 
VB^ charges to the third-class passengers about £21,000, the 
Bnghton Company above £5,000, and several others charge 
Boms for duly in addition to tiieir maximum railway fares, 
80 that there is something like £100,000 which, the moment 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer consents to this remission 
and the House agrees to it, ynU. at once go into the pockets 
of the public and will not go in increase of dividends to the 
shareholders. Another large class of railway companies, 
though not charging their maximum fares, charge the duties 
intmsway. They add one-tenth to the fare to represent 
passenger-duty. Thus they charge Ixo^* P®r mile to 
third-class passengers, so when the duty is remitted this 
additional tenth must be taken ojBf the passenger fares, for 
public opinion would never tolerate theii' continuing to make 
these charges when they had added them to their fares in the 
name of duty. 

Again, in many cases season tickets are charged on the 
same principle, and it is impossible if this tax is removed but 
that the public wiU be the gainers by the remission of the 
soms of money so charged. But this is not all, for there is 
another matter, which is this. The Midland Railway Com- 
pany has not hitherto charged the duty upon its tliird-olass 
fares. It has been urged on the Midland Company by other 
companies that they ought to do so, but it has always refused. 
What Mr. Allport says is this : 

I was much pressed to put the duty on, but I was perfectly ecrtoin that 
when this matter was brought before Parliament th(5 IIouho of CoirmioiiH 
is so just that it will listen to our complaints, and will tako oiT the duty, 
and therefore we ought not to vex and harass the public by iin])0Hin^ it. 
^ut if we should do so many other companies will follow uh, and at least 
one-half of the third class traffic in England wiU have to i)ay this duty in 
ooDsequence of our action. 

Now, as I have shown, one benefit which will result to the 
public fix)m the remission of this part of the duty will l)o tlio 
taking oJBf of a certain portion of the faros. There 
will also be another advantage in saving of time, because 
"the stoppages mentioned will not bo made by the 
railways at every station in order to obtain exonipticms, 
and next, there will be better accommodation ; for the only 
fond out of which accommodation can be given to the public 
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is out of the surplus profits of a company, and if a company 
earns a good dividend the public may be sure that they will 
share the advantages of it. I have had reason to complain 
of a railway station from which I frequently travel, and I 
addressed my complaint to one of the Directors, who is an 
honourable member of this House, and asked him to consider 
my grievances. " What can we do?" he said; " we are a poor 
company, and how can you expect us to do anything P all I 
can promise you is, that as soon as we get into smoother 
water and pay a little dividend to our shareholders, we will 
endeavour to improve the accommodation at the station you 
refer to." Now, I hope the House will excuse me if I read a 
single extract from the evidence on this point, and that is a 
passage from the evidence of Mr. Qrierson, the able manager 
of the Great Western Railway, and, to save the time of the 
House, I will not even give iiie question that led to the 
answer. Mr. Grierson says : 

" I venture to say that the public have a very direct and a very deep 
interest in railway companies paying a dividend, and paying a good dividend. 
I think I may say that railway property is very diflerent from any other 
property that I am aware of. Even when railway companies do not pay a 
good dividend, the pressure of the public upon the railway companies is very 
great indeed to give them increased facilities. Take the case of a district 
when they want a station : they first of aU say that they are perfectly 
satisfied with a platform ; next they say that they want a wooden box ; and 
very soon they -want a first-class station with every convenience. That is 
an illustration of the whole. But, in the case of a railway company which 
pays a good dividend, the pressure is continuous always to give something 
which really must be a great advantage to the public, whether it is in the 
shape of increased train service, or in the shape of increased station accom- 
modation, or whatever it is ; so that, when the public pay money to a rail- 
way company, it is not like going to a shop and taking an article out, and 
having done -writh it ; but the public have a direct interest in what becomes 
of that money afterwards, or a certain portion of it, apart from the investors." 

The House has been so patient in listening that I will not 
trouble them with another answer which Mr. Qrierson gave. 
Some strong remarks also were made by Lord Houghton, 
who makes just the same statement, that what you must 
look to in railways is the obtaining of a good dividend 
for the shareholders, and then out of that you must 
get increased accommodation for the public. Now, an 
opinion is expressed also by a gentleman whom I have 
mentioned before — Mr. Ellis, director of the Bristol and 
Exeter Railway — who was of opinion that if you remit this 
taxation it will, with other circumstances, have such an effect 
on railway travelling that you will bring even first-class fares 
as low as a penny per mile. In answering a deputation the 
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light honourable gendeman the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
urged that if the Qovemment gave this remission of taxation 
the railway companies must give some equivalent. Well, 
I have mentioned the equivalent in money, time, and accom- 
modation which will necessarily accrue* to the public if the 
railway companies should obtain this remission ; then why 
should you ask anything more of them and ask them to enter 
into a contract to give an equivalent when you have not even 
yet consideredwhat that equivalent is to be ? and the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer told the deputation this matter must stand over 
till the Railway Commissioners^ report on accidents had been 
considered, and the companies had agreed to give the public 
some equivalent before he had considered what that equivalent 
must be. Now, Lord Houghton considered this a very imjust 
proceeding, and he spoke strongly on the subject. But even if 
you were right in asking for an equivalent what do the public 
say ? they say we want to get rid of this tax. We want a 
remission of the Railway jPassenger Duty, and you the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer tell them that they must wait 
till they get the remission of the Duty, and something 
additional, without being able to state what that something 
additional is; and if the railway companies justly or imjustly 
refiise to give this equivalent, then the public are to be de- 
prived of what they want, namely, the remission of the duty. 
I do venture to assure the right honourable gentleman 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer that it is a matter which 
will be urged again and again upon him by the railway 
companies and the travelling public, by the working classes 
and by the middle classes of the people, who will urge that 
this is a tax upon locomotion which ought not to be tolerated 
in this country. 

I must come now to what is really the main argument 
agaiQst this remission, and this is the last argument I shall 
venture to bring before the House — that is, that the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer has no money out of which he can make 
this remission to the taxpayer. It is an admirable argument 
now, but it was not an admirable argument, nor was it true, 
when you had a large surplus and remitted duties upon 
horses. Now what we require is that we may have from the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer something like a promise of 
relief when he shall have a surplus, and that we shall not be 
met by the suggestion that this tax cannot be abandoned 
without an equivalent. We cannot expect a remission of tax- 
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ation when there is no surplus ; but if we had a satisfactory 
promise from him of remission when there was a surplus, 
we should not care so much about pressing this matter 
forward, and I would really venture to urge on the right 
honourable gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer — ^wno, 
I am glad to see, has entered the House before I have finished 
my observations — what a small sum £300,000, which is 
about what this remission of the tax on fares at or under a 
penny a mile would amount to, is in a revenue which amounts 
to about £79,000,000. In the course of the evidence before 
the Eailway Committee various predictions were indulged in 
by various gentlemen who gave their evidence before us, and 
if one tithe of them were to prove true — say even that state- 
ment by Mr. Ellis, that first-class fares might come down to 
a penny per mile — what an enormous saving would be ejBfected 
in favour of the travelling public, as compared with which, 
this petty sum of £300,000 is not to be considered for a mo- 
ment. Eeflect for a moment how neighbourhoods wUl be 
brought together, how commercial men, instead of conducting 
their business by the cumbrous mode of correspondence, will 
be able to settle their afiairs in a few minutes by personal 
communication. Think how labourers who are suffering 
from low wages and absence of comforts in rural districts 
will be able to travel from one district to another and 
to obtain increased remuneration ; and further by adopting 
the recommendations of this committee you will save a great 
deal of expense in keeping your accounts of the raflway 
revenue, and you will do away with undesirable litigation on 
these matters, and trouble and confusion will be avoided. I 
venture therefore to ask the right honourable gentleman the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to deal with this matter from 
his own independent point of view, imtrammeled by official 
opinions and prejudices, and I would ask liim to go back to 
those free and perhaps more happy days when, as a South Devon 
director, he joined with his colleagues in denoimcing this as a 
most impolitic and iniquitous tax. Let him remember that, 
by the Axtisans' Dwellings Act, the Grovemment of which he 
is a member have been giving the poor man cheap and good 
and wholesome dwellings ; that by the Adulteration of Eood 
and Drugs Bill they have done all they can to give him good 
and pure food, and let them add to all this the giving the 
artisan fresh and pure air and the means of resorting to the 
pure, fresh, and invigorating breeze of the seaside, instead of 
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}xmgj by restrictive legislation, cooped up even in the more 
wholesome dwellings which the Government have now pro- 
vided. Let him enable the public to travel at the lowest 
&ies consistent with the remuneration of the shareholders, at 
the greatest speed consistent with the public safety, and with 
the utmost amount of accommodation which the companies, 
not encumbered with this tax, would be able to give, and let 
him enable the railway companies to pursue their beneficent 
oareer untrammeled by official interference, and not burdened 
by heavyj and, I may say, imjust regulations. With these 
views and those hopes, I have great pleasure in seconding 
the Motion of my right honourable Friend. (Hear, hear.) 

Earl Percy : I wish, sir, to move, as an Amendment, to 
leave out the words " Pending the question of " and insert 
"Although this House does not advocate." I am sure the 
House must have listened with great pleasure to the able 
speech of my right hon. Friend, and also to that of the 
learned Serjeant who has just sat dowc^ At the same time 
in dealing with the Motion which stands in my name, it will 
not be necessary for me to detain the House at any great 
lengthy because both those speeches have really been applied 
to the accidental circumstances connected with this tax, 
rather than to the whole question of whether the tax in 
itself is or is not a proper tax to be imposed. A great part 
of the speech of my right honourable Friend was occupied 
in commenting on the interpretation which had been put 
upon the Act and in pointing out what the effect of 
that interpretation is on the railway companies and on 
the travelling public, and especially the working classes. 
He also dealt with the question of the inconvenient mode 
of levying the tax, and he further stated that it hindered 
the facilities which would otherwise be given to the public 
in the way of more trains and better accommodation. All 
these points are points which really affect the manner in 
which the taxis levied, and do not affect the principle of the 
tax itself. I have been found fault with by my right 
honourable Friend, and still more by the learned Serjeant 
who entreated me not to divert the attention of the House 
from the question before it. I have been blamed for bringing 
forward the Amendment of which I have given notice. It is 
perfectly true that with the latter part of the Motion of the 
right honourable Q-entleman, I do not intend to quarrel. 
I do not entirely coincide with the recommendation of the 
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Committee of which I was a member, which reported on this 
duty last year. I then expressed my opinion against this 
recommendation, and I took every means to press my opinion 
on the Committee, but I failed, and the concluding part of 
this Motion only asks that the attention of the Government 
might be directed to their proposals, which really does not 
commit the Government to their adoption in the precise form 
which they assume in the report. I only want to know what 
the right honourable Gentleman means by placing these words 
at the commencement of his motion, " Pending the Abolition 
of the Eailway Tax.'* The right honourable Gentleman 
assured the House that he did not intend to commit it to any 
opinion on the inexpediency of this tax. Now I appeal to 
the House whether the beginning of the right honourable 
Gentleman's speech, the conclusion of his speech and one 
half of the rest of it, was not addressed to the question of 
the abolition of this tax altogether, and whether the arguments 
he advanced in favour of a modification of the tax were not 
as applicable to its total remission. I object to the question 
being brought forward in this way ; on a Motion couched in 
terms which do not raise the whole question ; and then when 
I place an amendment on the paper for the purpose of raising 
it and getting a decision of the House upon it, I am asked 
not to distract the attention of the House from the main 
point at issue. The right honourable Gentleman told the 
House that a tax upon locomotion would not be defended 
by any authority on finance. I cannot pretend to be an 
authority on questions of finance. But my whole Motion is 
intended to urge that a tax on locomotion is not necessarily 
a bad one, and I hope I shall be excused and not thought 
guilty of presumption if I say a few words on that subject : 
but before I go to that I wish to call the attention of the 
House to the report of the committee and the way it has 
been dealt with out of doors. The reference to the committee 
last year appeared to me not entirely to justify them in 
dealing at aU with the question of the abolition of the 
duty, but that objection was overruled and the committee, 
as 1 venture to think, rather went outside of the four corners 
of their reference, and decided in favour of the entire 
abolition of the duty. But beyond that, if I may be allowed 
to express an opinion without being thought wanting in 
respect for any committee of this House, i rather doubt 
whether the question of retaining or not retaining a tax is 
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a proper one to be submitted to a committee of this House 
at all, not because members are not perfectly competent to 
form a judgment if tbey had the data before them, but 
because it is impossible that they can have before them 
the necessary data. In order to decide that a tax shall be 
repealed you must have the whole taxation of the country 
before you, and you must compare one tax with another. 
There are numerous objections to the remission of any tax 
not based on considerations of this kind. Although the 
committee recommended the abolition of this tax, the recom- 
mendation was not imanimous, but was made by a majority 
of 9 to 6. 

Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen : The Chairman made 10. 

Earl Percy: I think the Chairman did not vote, but 
I will say 10 to 6. I must refer to a report by the EaUway 
Passenger Duty Eepeal Association, which is circulatfed 
with the report of the London and North Western Eailway, 
and was sent to me, and which asserts that " the committee 
" consisted of 19 members of all shades of politics, who by 
" their report unanimously recommended that the Eailway 
" Passenger Duty be repealed." Now, I do not think it proper 
that an assertion so absolutely incorrect as that should pass 
without notice. Well, sir, I now come to the objections thj|/t 
are raised to this tax. The first is that general objection we 
hear so much about, that it is a tax on locomotion. I fully 
expected to find Lord Althorp quoted. I never saw a pam- 
pmet and I think we heard few witnesses before the Committee 
who did not quote Lord Althorp and Sir Eobert Peel. Of 
course, I speak with great respect of these eminent financiers, 
but I think it is hardly fair to quote the opinions of men 
expressed under totally (ufferent circumstances from those that 
exist at present, and which are such as the gentlemen who 
gave utterance to these sentiments never could have con- 
templated, and never could have foreseen. At the time 
these gentlemen uttered these sentiments locomotion was 
difficult and expensive. It had never reached anything like 
the demands of the public. It was impossible for Lord 
Althorp or Sir Eobert Peel to foresee the facilities which 
have since been given to locomotion, and a good deal depends 
on whether the locomotion is sufficient for the wants of the 
public, or not. There is another argument which is very often 
used upon this point, and that is, tnat locomotion is an article 
of prime necessity. That was insisted on in the evidence 
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given before the select committee. Now I eannot help think- 
ing that this argument, if looked at carefully, -will go 
fiirther than the gentlemen who use it seem to anticipate. 
What are articles of prime necessity ? Food is an article of 
prime necessity. Drink is an siticle of prime necessity. 
Well, when we come to drink, I find that with the exception 
of toast and water, barley-water, and ^nger beer, very few 
articles of drink are not subject to taxation. CofiFee is taxed ; 
tea is taxed. Tea dealers are very anxious to have that tax 
removed, and at the last general election they sent round a 
paper asking the electors not to vote for any honourable 
gentleman who would not vote for the repeal of the tea duty. 
Wine is taxed ; beer is taxed ; spirits are taxed. Therefore, 
it seems to me that the practice has not been to regard articles 
of prime necessity as those exempted from taxation. There 
are other articles which ought to be of prime necessity for 
the working classes, such as lodging, clothing, and employ- 
ment. They are dependent on employment for their daily 
bread, and I really do think that here we find locomotion 
almost an article of prime necessity, and that, therefore, some 
exemption may be claimed for it. Where you have large 
and populous towns, you find that employment for the work- 
^ing classes is to a great extent dependent on the facilities 
which are given for locomotion. But I must confess that it 
appeared to me, and appears to me still, that the arguments 
entirely fell through when applied to small towns or coimtry 
districts. I got, I confess, somewhat confused in that part 
of the right honourable Gentleman's speech, where he at one 
moment told us, as I understood him, that this tax was a tax 
on the private interest of capital. (Hear, hear.) (Mr. Knatch- 
bull-Hugessen indicated dissent from this statement.) I 
think he used the word, that it would be a tax upon capital. 
And he told us it would at another time be a tax upon profits. 
Then sir, the companies come to xia in forma pavperis ; 
they say, " We are not paying more than on the average 4 
per cent. — ^many of us are paying no dividend at all — ^and 
it is extremely hard that we should be subjected to taxation.'' 
Is it a fair way to estimate the capabilities of a company to 
bear taxation, to take solely into consideration its dividends ? 
I do not deny for one moment that railway companies are 
public benefactors. Yet is it not notorious that railways are 
always started for the purpose of benefiting those who start 
them, and is it not also notorious that many railways are 
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started that have no hope of ever paying a dividend, or at 
any rate for many years, simply because they will benefit the 
district through which they are made, and that those who 
promote them will get the benefit by the increased facilities 
for traffic, and so forth, which are given them, although they 
cannot get a dividend? Therefore, in estimating whether 
a company can or cannot fairly bear taxation of this descrip- 
tion, if you merely take into consideration the amount of it 5 
dividend, you ar© acting upon a very false ground and a very 
narrow one. Well, sir, I have abeady mentioned the difficulty 
which I have in apprehending whether the railway com- 
paoies consider this a tax upon capital or upon profits. I 
have also equal difficulty in ascertaining whether they consider 
the companies or the public will benefit most by its aboli- 
tion. I know the right honourable Gentleman laboured that 
point a good deal, but he attacked the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer for having said that the public would benefit by the 
remission, and not the railway companies, because he said — 
as I understood his argument — ^if that be the case, you are 
confessing that your tax is a tax upon the public and a tax 
upon locomotion. I have already disposed of the question 
of a tax upon locomotion. Is it not also true that if it is a 
tax upon the public, the railway companies generally have 
no right to come here and complain of its imposition ? Well 
then, sir, we are told that it stops development. Now, what 
instance can be adduced where the development of railways 
has been seriously stopped — I do not say by this tax, be- 
cause I know that, of course, would be difficult to prove — 
but is it true there is a great want of railway communication 
in this country? This country is better furnished with 
railways than any country on the globe, and I have 
yet to learn that there is any want of inter-communi- 
cation between different parts of this country. Take it in 
another way — are the facilities for the travelling public few ? 
The Metropolitan Railway has complained of competition 
which is exercised by the omnibuses and tramways in the 
metropolis. Is the Metropolitan Railway so much in want 
of passengers ; is it not the fact that the Metropolitan 
Railway has now very nearly as much traffic as it can 
manage ? The right honourable Gentleman shakes his head, 
but I am inclined to doubt whether any case has been 
made out of want of accommodation for the travelling 
public in England, I hope any hon. Member who may 
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follow on the side of the question adopted by my right hon. 
Priend, mil enlighten the House a little upon that point 
and give us some statistics by which we may judge of its value. 
Then, sir, I come to this much- vexed question of monopoly, 
and I was rather amazed to hear the hon. and learned Serjeant 
quoting with approval the expression which the right hon. 
gentleman the Member for the University of London made 
at the time he was Chancellor of the Exchequer, when he 
called the monopoly of railways a qualified monopoly, because 
I remember the learned Serjeant blaming the same right 
honourable Gentleman for using the very term last year, and 
contending that in no sense were railways a monopoly. 
Well, it appears to me that railways are very properly 
described as a qualified monopoly. There is no doubt that 
between large towns there is a very great competition between 
railways ; it is also true that in large towns there is a certain 
amount of competition. I hesitated last year on the Com- 
mittee to admit that competition in towns was very severe, 
and I confess — in spite of the arguments of my right honour- 
able Friend — I am inclined still to hesitate to use that term ; 
but there is no doubt that there is a considerable competition 
in the large towns. It is a point which has been omitted, 
that the omnibuses and tramways are quite as much feeders 
of railways as they are competitors of railways, and also, 
taking account of the traffic which passes by omnibuses and 
tramways, we must recollect that there are numbers of persons 
who travel by those means who would never under any 
circumstances take the railway. But I have admitted that 
there is a certain amount of competition — untaxed competition 
— in largo towns ; and between large towns there is a certain 
toiount of taxed competition between the railways themselves. 
I beg to point out this to the House, that there is a distinction 
between the two, and that one is untaxed, and the other is 
taxed. I am prepared to go into that question, but I under- 
stood jfrom the learned Serjeant that he admitted that although 
there is a considerable competition between certain large 
towns, there is not much competition alonff the greater part 
of the great lines of England. I took the pains to look 
up the other day one or two of the principal lines of 
£higland, and I found this result : — ^The Great Weetem runs 
from London to Exeter, and it is in competition with another 
railway — ^the London and South Western, which runs first of 
all one line to Beading and then a different line from London 
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to Exeter. The result therefore is this, there is a competition 
between London and Exeter, and there is a competition 
between London and Reading, but between any intermediate 
stations neither of those lines appear to me to have any com- 
petition — at least as regards passengers coming to London. 
There are 13 stations between London and Reading, and 
48 between Reading and Exeter on the Great Western Line. 
Now there is no competition between any of those 13 or of 
those 48. The whole competition between the London and 
South Western and the w'eat Western is for passengers 

ring jfrom London to Reading or from London to Exeter, 
took another line. I took the Great Northern, running 
with its continuations from London to Edinburgh. I 
find there are 50 stations between King's Cross and York, 
and 72 between York and Edinburgh. The competing line 
between London and York is the Midland, which only goes 
as far as Normanton ; the line between Normanton and York 
belongiug to the North Eastern. The Midland has 70 
stations between London and York, and aU the stations have 
inter se no competition whatever. 

But where they have competition is it an advantage or 
not to the travelling public, because the argument, as I 
understand it, that is used in this question is, that if these 
railways are a monopoly then something might be said for 
taxation, but because they are not a monopoly, therefore the 
public is sufficiently guarded by that competition, and their 
mterests and the interests of the railway companies being 
identical it is quite imneoessary if not imfair to subject the rail- 
ways to taxation. Now, in order to estimate the value of this 
I will give the House some idea, if the House will excuse me 
going for a moment rather into detail, of what the real 
effect of this competition is. I have taken one line — ^and I 
beg to say that I nave not singled it out from any malice 
wmch I bear it ; I have simply singled it out because it is 
one which I know perhaps better than any other great line, 
and I can speak with more e2;actitude of the facts con- 
nected with it. I have taken the Great Northern line from 
London to Edinburgh^ and I have taken with that the Lon- 
don and North Western, which is a competing line between 
London and Edinburgh. Now at one time the London and 
North Western had ttieir train running at ten o'clock in the 
morning from London, and it got to Glasgow at 8.30 at night, 
that is to say, it did the journey in ten and a half hours. 
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The Great Northern put on a train at ten o'clock also to get 
to Glasgow at 8.20, doing the journey in ten hours and 
twenty minutes, or ten minutes shorter time than the Lon- 
don and North Western. I have always been told that that 
ten minutes made a considerable difference in the gains of 
the company, as against those of the London and North 
Western Railway, but what was the result to those unhappy 
persons who happened to live on the Great Northern line. 
At that time, after this train had started, there was another 
train which left at ten minutes past ten from King's 
Cross. It was an express train, but not as fast as 
those which go direct to Scotland, but it got to Nor- 
thumberland about half-past six, and it did serve the 
whole of the traffic for Northumberland. But unhappily 
the London and North Western put on another train 
at ten minutes past ten — ^ten minutes after the train 
of which I have already spoken — which got to Glasgow at 
ten o'clock, performing the Journey in eleven hours and 
fifty minutes. The Great Northern upon that struck off 
the train which I have just mentioned and put on a 
train at 10.30, reaching Glasgow at 10.25, and doing 
the journey in abnost the same time as the London 
and North Western train. Thus we Northumbrians 
were relegated to a train which started at nine o'clock which 
serves Northumberland — a much slower train than the 
one we formerly had; or to start by this 10.10 train, 
change at Newcastle, wait an hour there, and then go on. 
That I think is an instance of how competition serves the 
travelling public. It serves the majority of the public, of 
that there is no doubt ; but it does not serve the minority. 
That is to say, if there are a greater number of persons who 
wish to get from London to Edinburgh ten minutes sooner 
than they otherwise would, it is worth the while of the 
company to sacrifice the interest of the minority, and make 
a large district of sixty miles between Berwick and New- 
castle suffer great inconvenience in order that they may get 
the fares of the majority for the longer distance. Now I 
cannot help thinking that that is just one of those points at 
which a little Government interference, which is so much 
deprecated by the right honourable Gentleman, mi^ht very 
fairly come in. Direct interference, I admit, may be a very 
disagreeable thing, but one of the principal arguments for 
the expediency of a tax of this sort is that you can bring a 
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oertain amount of influence to bear upon railway companies 
without any very direct interference. Now I am a&aid I 
have trespassed upon the attention of honourable members 
too long, and I don't want to detain the House imnecessarily, 
but I can show them that upon this line the very same 
thing happened again, and* the result was that those who 
travelled&omLondon at night to Northumberland had to wait 
two hours and a half at four o'clock in the morning, and then 
had to go by a slowtrain. Thatwas done because of the compe- 
tition with theLondonandNorthWestem, and the only advan- 
tage which the travelling pubUc in London got was in arriving 
at Glasgow ten minutes earlier than by the other line. That, 
I think, disposes of the question of the value of competition 
in protecting the interests of the public. But I have another 
in^ance to give of the way in which the interests of .the 
public are at variance with those of the railway companies. 
It is well known to the House that the Midland Railway 
Company, some time ago, abolished second class carriages, 
and not having a very intimate acquaintance with the man- 
agement of railways, I have been under the delusion that 
such a course as that was possibly inconvenient to some of 
the passengers by that line, and I put a question on this 
point to Mr. AUport in his examination before the committee, 
and if the House will allow me, I will read it : I asked him, 

In what sense was this change made, in the interests of the public ? 

and he answers, 

It removed one class— the second class. — ^We at the same time reduced 
the first class to l^d. per mile : but first of all putting third dass on aU 
trains. We moved into the third class a number of people who, from neces- 
^ty, were obliged to travel, and who could very inconveniently afford to 
pay second class faxe. Attaching third class carriages to all the trains, we put 
these people into third class carriages and increased the numbers prodigioudy. 
The next step— I watched it care^illy — was this. We had still in the second 
•dass a large number of individuals who, from motives of economy perhaps, 
were obliged to go second class. 

He goes on to say, that the respectable tradesmen, clergymen 
and professional men, were very glad to be able to travel 
first class, which, perhaps, they could not otherwise have 
done. Then I ask him, 

What becomes of that dass which is not rich enough to travel at the re- 
•duced faxes, first class ? 

and he says, 

** I wiU venture to say, that if a man gives his servant second dass &re, 
that being the class by which the servant is accustomed to go, he will not go 
£rst class, but third class, and that appHes to aU servants." 
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I cannot help thinking that from that answer it 
is very clear that the interest of the second class 
passenger proper was not fairly considered in that 
change. Then, there was another point which was very 
much urged before the Committee. If I was not afraid of 
detaining the House, I would read the answer made by Mr. 
Melvill upon that point, and that is the correspondence of 
trains at stations. It is perfectly notorious that, for various 
reasons which have generally something to do with the disputes 
of companies, the correspondence of trains at junctions is 
extremely inconvenient. Mr. Melvill gives the instance of 
Ghiildford. Honourable members who look at his evidence will 
aee that for a long period passengers were put to extreme 
inconvenience at Ghuldford in going from one line to another. 
The same thing happened for many years, to my knowledge, 
at Eedhill. At one time it was almost impossible to get from 
one line to another at that station without waiting there two 
hours. Then there is another point on which the interests 
of the public require some protection, and that is in reference 
to the conveyance of troops. The arrangements which were 
made some years ago with the railway companies for the 
conveyance of troops are becoming quite as obsolete as the 
exemptions which the right honourable Gentleman so much 
condemns, and I cannot help thinking that by some system 
of exemption or alleviation of the tax different arrangements 
might be much more conveniently made in the interest of 
the public. I certainly hold that government control of some 
sort is required in all these matters. Why, sir, this report, 
which is so much condemned by my right honourable Friend 
— ^the report of the Eailway Accidents Commission — ^touches 
upon that very point, and points out that the safeguards 
which are given to the public by railway companies are, in 
some instances at any rate, not sufficient, and that they do 
require government control and government interference. 

Now, sir, I think I have sufficiently troubled the House, 
and I do not know that I need go at any great length inte 
the other parts of this question; but, in conclusion, I will 
only remind the House of the extreme inexpediency of this 
House declaring, by an abstract resolution, in favour of 
the remission of any particular tax. It is a question 
which, I think, in most cases, unless some very clear case is 
made out, should be left to the decision of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, with that assistance frcHU the House of Com- 
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mons which the House knows so well how to give, and which 
is never wanting when any Government conies to a decision 
which is distasteful to the country. But, ahove all, it is 
inexpedient to pass an abstract resolution against a tax at a 
time when it is known that it is impossible to abolish that 
tax, and — I do not want to prognosticate any evil — 
when at any rate there is no very immediate prospect of a 
state of things occurring which will enable the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer to remit any large amount of taxation. I see 
my right honourable Friend shakes his head, and I think 
wnat he means is probably this, that his Resolution is not 
intended to commit the House to the abolition of the tax. 
If that be so, what objection has the right honourable Gentle- 
man to my Amendment ? If he is of opinion that the words 
which he has placed upon the paper of this House are not 
intended to commit the House to express an opinion with 
regard to the abolition of the duty, I am rather surprised 
that so much of his speech should have been occupied with 
arguments for the abolition of the duty. I, for my part, 
shall be only too happy to see him adopt my Ainendment. I 
do not think I n^ed any further trouble the House, but I move 
that the words, " pending the question of," be left out from 
the resolution of the right honourable Gentleman, and the 
words, "although this House does not advocate,'* be sub- 
stituted. 

Mr. Evelyn Ashley : I rise to second the amendment of the 
noble Lord, and I shall do so in a very few words. I was 
willing to act as his seconder because I think I have a peculiar 
fitness for the office I have undertaken, inasmuch as I went 
into the Committee which sat to inquire into this subject last 
year with my mind perfectly free from preconceived opinions 
upon the subject, and the judgment I have formed is entirely 
the result of the evidence I have heard. It may, perhaps, 
seem anomcdous for an independent Member of Parliament, 
sitting on the opposition side of the House, to come forward 
and defend a tax which it is proposed to abolish, but at the 
same time it has struck me that when any man has formed 
an opinion of this sort, and sees the danger of a source of 
the national income being hastily got rid of when the sources 
of direct taxation are not, though abundant, very numerous, he 
is only doing his duty in saying so. The first thing I would 
say is this, mat in the whole of tiie evidence we 1^ before 
us, there was evidently a confusion either intentional or unin- 
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tentional in the minds of the witnesses and the advocates 
for the abolition of this tax, between two distinct things, viz., 
the evils attendant on the manner in which the tax is now 
levied and those which arise from any portion of the receipts 
ojf the railway companies being paid into the public treasury. 
Now, upon the subject of the Cheap Trains Act the Com- 
mittee were unanimous, and I do not suppose we shall hear 
one word from Her Majesty's Q-ovemment to the effect that 
the stipulations of that Act ought not to be got rid of. As to 
the tax itself it is an exifting tax, not a new one. That 
is a thing which must be remembered throughout the 
whole of this discussion. It is in existence, and you 
are now asked to remit a tax which brings into the Ex- 
chequer a sum of £600,000 a year. The advocates for 
the total remission of this tax say it is imjust and 
inexpedient. The whole point of the case lies in that — Is it 
unjust ? Is it so inexpedient that we should be called on to 
repeal it ? Now the injustice of the tax in their view lies in 
this, that whereas when this tax was first imposed, it was also 
imposed on stage coaches and other means of locomotion ; 
now, when it has been removed from stage coaches, it is still 
left on railways. Now I would point out that when railways 
were first staxted, the idea was that a railway was to be a 
public highway, and that any one should be allowed to run 
his carriage on your railway. Therefore you were not to get 
that complete monopoly of your own road that railway com- 
panies now possess. A stage coach is always exposed fco imme- 
diate competition, and I repeat that the original idea was that 
the railways should also be liable to competition. As soon 
as it was foimd that that could not be carried out in practice, 
the railway companies got a complete monopoly of their own 
roads. In virtue of that monopoly, a railway company having 
possession of a line is to all intents and purposes, unless they 
do their business in a most ineflicient manner, protected from. 
competition ; for the difficulty of getting another line running 
alongside of it is almost insurmountable. But, then, the 
right honourable Gentleman said — " has the State paid for 
the land " ? No, it has not paid f orJthe land. The railway 
companies have done that. But I wiU tell you what the State 
has done. It has given the companies compulsory powers of 
purchase, and enamed them to protect themselves from being 
charged exorbitant prices for land. No doubt they have often 
been charged very highly for land. No doubt £euicj 
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-piloes Iiave been firequently paid, but there is a ffreat 
•difference between fancy prices and almost prohibitory 
prices. Under the Land Clauses Acts the company can 
go to arbitration to decide on the value of the land, 
And it is only obKged to pay the amount of the award. 
The owner of the land is prevented therefore from saying — 
" You must run your line through my land and I will charge 
jrou such and such a price for it ;" he can only get what the 
aiixitration awards as the value of the property, so that in 
that sense I may say the railway companies have been assisted 
by the State. Now, as to the injustice of the tax, there are 
a great many other monopolies that have to pay the State 
for the right to carry on their trades or professions. The 
honourable and learned Grentleman opposite, who seems amused 
with my illustration as to monopolies, will not deny that he 
has to py for the monopoly which he in common with his 
professional brethren enjoy in the practice of their pro- 
fession. Solicitors have also to pay for their monopoly, and 
brewers and others have to pay for the right to carry on their 
trades. So far from there being any injustice, I say there is 
no injustice in an existing tax which has existed for 30 years, 
and which had its origin in the way I have described — ^an 
origin prior to the existence of most of the companies who pay 
the tax. Now, a few words as to the inexpediency of the tax. 
The inexpediency argument brought forward is that it is a tax 
'On locomotion. Now, when you talk of a tax on locomotion in 
an opprobrious or a condemnatory sense, you must mean a 
tax which prevents locomotion ; and I think any one who 
looks at the figures will see how impossible it would be, taking 
the whole of the country round, that locomotion could be pre- 
vented by a tax of this kind. I find that in the year 1874, 
423,000,000 was the number of passengers, 1st, 2nd and 3rd 
•class, carried bythe railways in this country, and £628,600 was 
the amount of the Grovemment duties in the same year. So 
that taking the whole amount of the duty as being paid by 
the travelling public it gives one farthing a person — ^that is 
to say, according to these figures the amount of prohibition 
on locomotion caused by this tax is one farthing for every 
journey that any individual takes. Is it likely that would 
prevent a single man from taking a journey, either on busi- 
ness or on pleasure ? But the Committee had evidence before 
them that tiie travelling public did not pay this tax. Nothing 
was more striking, or to my mind so unsatisfactory,- as the 
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way in which the skilled witnesses who came before us could 
not agree in their evidence as to the incidence of taxation. 
Some said it fell on the public, others that it fell on the 
companies. My own opinion is that in all probability it is- 
equally shared between them. If it falls on the shareholders 
alone, then the remission of the tax is a positive bonus given 
to the companies — a bonus which, as we hear from certain 
companies, will be spent in order to improve the condition of 
their railways. If that is the case we ought to make some 
condition accompany the remission. If they say the whole 
of this money is to be spent on their railways we ought to- 
make a condition precedent that they shall do something for 
the money they get. If, on the other hand, this remission 
will be altogether in favour of the public, I say the develop- 
ment of railways in this country cannot possibly be hindered 
by a tax which is being paid by the public and not by the- 
companies. I promised the House that I should not detain 
them long, and I shall therefore bring my observations to a 
conclusion. I only wish to close by stating the proposal 
which I laid before the Committee, and which I think was 
one that meets the justice and expediency of the case — 
namely, to get rid of all those conditions affecting cheap 
trains, calculated to hamper the time table and the working^ 
of the railway, leaving the directors free to cany on the traffic 
in the best way they can, leaving them to provide workmen's- 
trains as well as they can, at the same time taking care thai 
the railway companies, owing to the abolition of exemptions,, 
do not have to pay more than they have hitherto done. 
To attain this the tax might be reduced from five to three 
per cent., but, at all events, I am in favour of freeing the 
companies from conditions or restrictions which may interfere 
with the better and more efficient working of their lines. I 
should leave them to manage their own business, and I should 
treat the Metropolitan underground railways exceptionally ;. 
but I cannot see why railway companies in general and. 
railway managers and directors, however excellent and 
honourable they may be, and however great the benefits- 
they may have conferred on the country, have any ri^ht 
to come here more than any other set of men who desire 
to increase their profits, with an ad misericordiam appeal 
to us to remit a tax, which admittedly produces £600,000- 
a year, whiqh the country wants, and which is very easily 
collected. 
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Mr. Arthur Peel : I shall trouble the House with a very 
•few remarks on this matter. I do so, because I think it is a very 
difficult and interesting subject,and because,not entirely agree- 
ing with the remarks of my right hon. friend the Member for 
Sandwich, I desire to state those points on which I agree, and 
those on which I differ with him. I may recall to the re- 
collection of the House very shortly the main points which 
the Committee recommended in their report. These were, the 
repeal of this tax when the state of the revenue permitted it ; 
the exemption of fares under a-penny per mile ; the exemp- 
tion in urban or suburban districts of fares up to and in- 
duding 9d. ; and legislative security for ample communication 
between the stations. It is not much to say on behalf of 
the tax that it ought to be remitted when the state of the 
revenue permits. I think as much might probably be said 
of any tax in the whole range of vision of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer. I don't believe my right honourable Friend 
himself expected that the right honourable gentleman opposite, 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, would take this special tax 
into his notice for favourable consideration in this Budget. 
I feel, therefore, especially after the Budget speech of the 
right honourable Gentleman, that if &ere is to be no re- 
mission of taxation at all, it is not likely that any modification 
of this tax will be made in favour of the railway companies. 
I may say, in passing, that I think great exaggeration was 
manifested on the part of those witnesses who held out to us 
the baneful results of the tax as it exists, in hindering rail- 
way development, and the great facilities and comforts that 
would ensue to the travelling public if the tax were 
remitted. Mr. Forbes, especially, was the champion of the 
Metropolitan railways and of some others that he represented. 
I want to know whether Mr. Forbes means to tell the House 
that there is anything, assuming the retentionof the duty, which 
would preclude the companies who have advantages to offer, 
and the public who are eager to obtain those advantages, 
firom coming together and making arrangements which would 
be for their mutual benefit ? (Hear, hear.) Although, there- 
fore, I think that there are cogent reasons against the total re- 
mission of the tax as a tax, yet I am very far from believing 
that nothing ought to be done. I think that something must be 
done, not to reheve a particular interest of a pecuniary impost 
60 much as to relieve a great interest from the anomalies, com- 
plications, and contradictions in which we are landed at the 
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present day. (Hear, hear.) To say that you should remit 
the tax because a particular interest suffers some hardship under 
it is one thing ; out it is quite a different argument that in- 
equalitiesand anomalies incidentally connected with the collec- 
tion of the tax should as far as possible be removed. I may 
say here, as allusion has been made in the course of the debate 
to the violation, as it was called, of law, and the supposed — 
I will not say collusion, but implication of two great depart- 
ments of the State — ^the Board of Inland Eevenue and the 
Board of Trade, in the evasion of the duty for a long series 
of years, that I think it is matter for great regret that a 
subject of this vast importance, involving issues so great and 

Eecuniary interests so large, should have been suffered to be 
ung up from the year 1866 to 1876, when the House of 
Lords came to its decision. There can be no doubt that that 
decision, which is entirely opposed to the arrangements come 
to in a perfectly bond fide manner between the railway com- 
panies and those departments of the State, has introduced a 
change in the interpretation of the law which throws upon 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer the obligation to deal with 
the question, not for the remission of the tax, but with a 
view to remedying the anomalies and injustice of the existing 
system. (Hear, hear.) There is a view which has been very 
generally entertained, and which I regret to observe has been 
upheld in the course of this debate. I refer to the supposed 
necessity of maintaining the tax for the sake of the advantages 
to be gained by granting exemptions from its pressure in return 
for concessions on the part of the railway companies. It is 
regarded — apparently on such high authority that I venture 
to express a different opinion with great diffidence — ^it is 
regarded as a very useful thing to have tiiis tax, so as to be 
able to dole out remissions to the railway companies as a 
reward for some advantage or other they are about 
to confer on the public, or some extra facility they are 
going to give to me passengers who travel on their lines. 
In 1846, when the London and North Western Com- 
pany revised their fares, a sort of quid pro quo was given to 
them in return ; and in 1870 the then Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, the right honourable Gentleman the Member for 
the University of London, said he did not see " why a tax 
should be put upon passengers except to enforce the regula- 
tions of ttie Board of Trade,'' adding that "it would be 
better to tax the traffic as a whole." The right honourable 
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Gtontleinaa therefore regards the imposition of the tax as a 
means of enforcing the regulations of the Board of Trade 
on the railway companies. The solicitor to the Inland 
[Revenue department seems to have expressed approval 
of the tax as it stands with all its anomalies, but with 
its exemptions, as a means of enforcing, in return for 
these exemptions, the granting of additional facilities to the 
public. I do not know whether I am right or wrong in the 
supposition, but when I heard the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
the other day connect this question of the railway duty with 
the Report of the Commission on railway accidents, I was 
afiraid that there was a connection in his mind between the 
latter subject and the granting of remissions as a quid pro 
quo for the carrying out by the companies of certain regula- 
tions to be laid down for the purpose of avoiding accidents. 
The idea has certainly run through many minds with such 
persistent consistency that I am doubtful whether the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer does not entertain that view, which 
I think is a wrong one. (Hear, hear.) With regard to the 
running of cheap trains, special legislation has dealt with the 
subject, but there is one point in connection with these cheap 
trains which calls, I think, for remark, that of limiting the 
liability of companies in the case of railway accidents. (Hear, 
hear.) "We had a remarkable instance before the Committee 
of the working of that system, where passengers were carried 
at less than a penny a ndle, and where in the case of death 
or injury to the workmen who so travelled it was stipulated 
by special contract with each man, that there should be 
no liability attaching to the railway company. I say 
that it is a most invidious distinction — (hear, hear) — 
that in the event of injury or death from railway accidents 
these working men or their families should be deprived 
of the advantages which accrue to other members of the com- 
mimity, and ought to accrue to all. I am almost afraid to 
touch on the question how far any special favour should be 
shown to any railway company on the score of the competi- 
tion to which it may be subjected, because my right hon. 
Friend the Member for Sandwich dwelt very forcibly with 
that question, and said that he trampled on the argument 
which maintained the existence of monopoly. He disputes 
the existence of monopoly; and I understand he bases 
part of his resolution on the express fact that there 
should be special exemptions for the metropolitan rail- 
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ways because they are subject to special competition. 
I maiiitain on the other hand that monopdty exists 
throughout — that the railway companies are a body who 
enjoy monopoly ; and it is nothing to the purpose to say 
that they have paid high prices for their land in the first 
instances. They have paid for their monopoly (hear, hear) ; 
and as to the question of their being heavily rated, to mix up 
that question with the question of the passenger duty is to 
mix up two things which are distinctly different. (Heai', 
hear.) If the railway companies are aggrieved by the exorbi- 
tant rates imposed upon them they should look f ortheir remedy 
to the proper quarter — not ask Parliament to remit a duty 
which has no particular connection with the imposition of local 
rates. (Hear, hear.) My right hon. Friend quoted the 
opinions of Mr. Farrer, the able and excellent secretary to the 
Board of Trade, denying the existence of monopoly, and he 
brought forward Mr. Fenton to disprove the opinions of Mr. 
Farrer. But Mr. Fenton's own views are remarkable ; for his 
proof of the absence of monopoly in the case of the Metro- 
politan Railway is founded on the fact that, to use his own 
words before the Committee, " there is no reason why another 
company should not come to-morrow and ask ParKament for 
powers to put a railway alongside of ours.'* Mr. Forbes 
argued to the same effect, and both gentlemen in my opinion 
took a wrong view, not perhaps of what might be asked for, 
but certainly of what Parliament would be likely to grant, 
and both of them greatly imder-estimated the enormous pro- 
portion of advantage in the position of a railway company 
already in actual possession of a metropolitan site. 

Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen expressed dissent from the 
hon. Gentleman's interpretation of what he had said. 

Mr. Arthur Peel : As far, therefore, as the question of 
monopoly goes, I see no special reason for making concessions 
to the railway companies. But competition was the point on 
which my right hon. Friend dwelt, and I must differ from him 
on the score of competition. The select committee came to 
the conclusion to exempt all fares under 9d., which would 
cover not only the metropolitan but urban and suburban 
districts generally ; and that is a principle which I think 
is most dangerous. (Hear, hear.) I have attempted to 
show that aU exemptions are in principle bad; and if, in 
addition to the existing exemptions, you come and say to 
a railway company in a particular district, ^^ You shall be 
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ecKempted because of the great competition under which 
you suffer," I want to know where you are to draw the line. 
(Hear, hear.) There are modifications of competition in 
all parts of England, and if you say to metropolitan, 
urban and suburban companies, " You shall enjoy the 
concession of a remission of the duty on fares imder 9d.," 
the result will be that you will have a host of other applicants 
irom all pa rts of the country for similar advantages. (Hear, 
hear.) With regard to the Motion and Amendment before 
the House, the noble Lord opposite objects to the abstract 
resolution of my right hon. Friend as committing the House 
to a remission of the tax, and asks why he cannot adopt the 
Amendment ? The answer is obvious — ^that the Amendment 
of the noble Lord is entirely opposed to the Resolution of my 
right hon. Friend. I do not expect for a moment that the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer will be able to give any hope of 
a remission now ; but it is quite another thing to ask that 
when the right honourable Gentleman sees his way, acknow- 
ledging the unjust incidence of this tax, he will do his best 
to remedy the evil complained of. I do not know whether 
my right honourable Friend would be satisfied with such an 
assurance from the Chancellor of the Exchequer, but I believe 
it would satisfy a great many who feel that the tax is an 
unjust one, — (hear, hear) — and one which, looking to its 
origin and its history, ought to be repealed. (Hear, hear.) I 
think we may safely look to the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
to take off the tax when he is in a position to do so. It is not 
only unjust, it is not only anomalous and oppressive, but it 
adds to its burden by a sense of injustice among those whom 
it affects. (Hear, hear.) There remains then the question — 
What are you going to do ? Well, sir, having said that 
all exemptions are in principle bad — and, if bad to a penny, 
worse up to ninepence — ^I would venture to agree with the 
member for Poole in one thing, that a positive tax imposed 
all round, without exemptions, would be better than the 
present duty with exemptions — (hear, hear) — and I am 
opposed to bargaining with the railway companies, hold- 
ing that the Railway Commissioners can exert whatever 
interference may be necessary with regard to the arrangement 
of trains for the convenience of the working classes. It has been 
Baid that it is not the interest of the railway companies to 
carry third-class passengers, but that assertion has been 
abundantly disproved. (Hear, hear.) The returns show 
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how largely the profits of the railway companies are made 
up from that class of passenger traffic. The relative profits 
on first-class passengers may be much greater, but when 
you consider the enormous number of individuals who are 
carried at third-class fares, you will see that it is the 
small profits earned individually from the millions — aye, from 
the hundreds of millions — of passengers so carried that 
chiefly swell the dividends, and that these are profits which 
the companies cannot afford to do without. (Hear, hear.) 
But if there is any groimd for imposing on the companies 
obligations as to carrying to and from their work those who 
are displaced from the centres of industry, I do not think 
we need have any apprehension on that score ; because, as I 
have said, it may safely be left to the Eailway Commissioners, 
or some such body, to exert such interference as may be 
thought right in that respect in the few exceptional instances 
in which compulsion would be necessary. At the same time 
I think there is something invidious, and even mean, in 
haggling with the railway companies about granting this or 
that convenience in return for such and such a concession. 
(Cheers.) 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer : Before entering on 
the various topics which have been raised in this debate, I 
should like to say a word with regard to the main reasons 
why, apart from minor questions, I object both to the Motion 
of my right hon. friend the Member for Sandwich, 
and to the Amendment of my noble friend the Member for 
Northumberland. (Hear, hear.) With regard to the 
Motion, I object to it on account of two propositions, which 
it seems to me to contain. In the first place, the substantive 
portion of my right hon. Friend's Motion is that the recom- 
mendations of the committee of last year,besides that relating 
to the aboKtion of the duty, should receive the early attention 
of the Government; and his minor or secondary proposition 
is that the Government should pay attention to those recom- 
mendations pending the abolition of the passenger duty. 
My noble Friend's Amendment, and the Motion of my right 
honourable Friend opposite, are as one with regard to the 
main purpose of the resolution — viz., that attention should 
be given to the recommendations of the Committee of last 
session ; but the noble Lord differs from the right honourable 
Gentleman in proposing to leave out the words " pending 
the question of,'' and in place of them to say, " although 
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thifl House does not advocate ** — implying that he wishes the 
House to express an opinion rather than otherwise in favour 
of the retention of ^ the duty. (llear, hear.) I object to 
"both these propositions on more grounds than one. 1 must 
assume that where we are called upon to put upon record, on 
the journals of this House, a resolution that certain recom- 
mendations of the Committee should receive the early atten- 
tion of the Government, it is intended that the Government 
should, perhaps not to the letter, but in substance, adopt and 
act upon those recommendations. If it were merely a ques- 
tion that the Government should consider those recommen- 
ditf ons with respect and attention, that I venture to submit 
would be an unnecessary Motion, because there can be no 

Suestion whatever that these recommendations are under 
lie most serious consideration of the Government — 
giear, hear) — that we have received the report of the 
ommittee with the respect which is due to it, and that in 
dealing with this question, which of course must be dealt 
with one day or another before very long, due consideration 
will be given to those recommendations. But we do not 
pledge ourselves at all to adopt them ; and I must point out 
that in the whole of the discussion this evening, I will not 
say we have heard nothing of these recommendations, but 
certainly they have formed but an infinitesimal portion of 
the subject matter of the discussion which has taken place 
(Hear, hear.) My right honourable Friend and other 
speakers have gone into the merits and demerits of the tax, 
but the recommendations of the Committee have scarcely been 
dealt with. There can be no doubt as to the view of my 
right honourable Friend that the time must come when we 
must get rid of this tax, and the only question is whether we 
are to do something in the meantime. Whatever the 
question may be, I object to the House of Commons putting 
upon its journals a resolution which points to the abolition 
01 the tax where there are avowedly not the means for giving 
effect to that resolution at once. (Hear, hear.) I tMnk it 
would be inconvenient to hamper ourselves in that way, and 
if that is a course which ought not to be taken I do not 
object to my right honourable Friend moving something to 
bring about the discussion that has taken place, although I 
could wish it had been a littie more to the point in regard to 
the recommendations. (Hear, hear.) I do not object at all 
to the discussion of these questions. I think that such 
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discussions are useful ; and I am sure that no one could have 
discussed a matter of this sort with greater ability or 
fairness than my right honourable friend the Member for 
Sandwich has done, although I think that in some respects 
he fell into error. But 1 must earnestly protest against our 
putting such a resolution as this upon the journals of the 
House. (Hear, hear). Now, I wish to say with reference to an 
observation which fell from my noble Friend that I think his 
view of the object with which the Committee of last session 
was appointed is a sound one. The truth is this. We found 
last year, in consequence of the final decisions on these 
questions with regard to the proper construction of the law 
as to exemptions, that the whole question was in a very 
confused state. We found that exemptions which one 
department had supposed it had a right to give were not 
strictly within the purview of the law. "We found that the 
state of things had changed so much since the time when 
the original Act had passed that those very provisions which 
had been intended for the benefit of the working classes and 
third class passengers were turned against them, and 
incumbered rather than assisted them ; and it certainly did 
appear a reasonable proposal that a committee should look 
into the whole subject, and see whether anything could 
be done. I confess when that Motion was made, and 
when on the part of the Government I accepted it, I was 
in hopes that the enquiries made by the Committee 
might lead to the production of some scheme for the 
satisfactory adjustment of the question. But, in point 
of fact, if you take the report of the Committee, it comes to 
this, that, finding the knot rather difficult to imtie, they 
proposed to cut it. (Hear, hear, and a laugh.) Although 
they proposed certain modifications and changes, anybody 
who carefully looks into the subject will see that, if you adopt 
these modifications and try to work the law from those bases, 
you would be likely to get into the same complications, 
or complioations equally as inconvenient, as those we have 
hitherto experienced ; that you would sacrifice a large amount 
of revenue, and, after the lapse of a short time, find yourselves 
perhaps beset with a repetition of the difficulties of which 
you now complain. (Hear, hear.) My right honourable Friend 
talks about doing something with these recommendations 
pending the greater measure of the abolition of the duty, 
and he speaks as if he were making a very moderate pro- 
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position on that subject. Admitting the abolition of the duty 
to be a great stroke, he asks us in jthe meantime to consider 
the advisability of adopting the more moderate one ; but I am 
afraid the right honourable Gentleman has under-estimated 
the cost of these remissions. They are rather difficult to 
calculate, but I have received a calculation which was origi- 
nally made by the Board of Trade and has since been affirmed 
by the Board of Inland Revenue. This calculation shows, 
with some qualification, that taking as the basis the yield of 
the tax for the year 1875 these remissions would amount to 
no less than £604,000 out of a revenue of £747,000. (Hear, 
hear.) According to this calculation the loss on the third- 
class fares might be taken at £348,000 ; that on season and 
periodical tickets at £55,000; on the urban and suburban 
fares at £50,000, of which £18,000 would be on the Metro- 
politan line ; and the abolition of the short-distance traffic at 
£150,000 — thus making, as I have said, a total estimated loss 
of duty amounting to about £604,000. (Hear, hear) . I do not 
lay very much stress on these figures. I do not wish to put 
them forward as a carefully prepared estimate. I only wish 
to show what is the opinion of the departments more imme- 
diately concerned — that from a first examination of the 
figures the loss might come to nearly six-sevenths or five- 
sixths, perhaps, of the actual yield of the duty. At all events 
there would be a very large remission, and one far beyond 
what it would be in our power at present to contemplate. 
(Hear, hear.) Therefore, on that ground alone, I should be 
very reluctant to accept the resolution. (Hear, hear.) "Well, I 
want now to say a few words upon the general question. I 
think the House is now thoroughly aware of the outlines of 
the history of these remissions. Originally there was a tax 
laicl on railway passengers. Then, in order to induce railway 
companies to do that which it was supposed they would not do 
for their own sake, the tax was remitted upon certain trains 
provided the companies complied with certain conditions, some 
of which were then supposed to be so extremely favourable 
and necessary for the convenience of the working classes. In 
process of time the companies found it to their interest to 
do more for the working classes and give greater f acihties 
than it was attempted at first to compel them to do. In 
consequence of their giving these greater facilities, remissions 
were made ; but it was found that the state of things under 
which the railway companies granted these facilities, some- 
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times in excess of the strict requirements of the law, was in- 
convenient. It was found that in some cases they were 
bein^ taxed the more heavily the more those facilities were 
provided, that the facilities were sometimes illusory, and 
that the law was not being strictly complied with. That 
was a state of things which could not be regarded as satis- 
factory ; and it was obvious that the departments, when they 
came to work the law, were obliged, from a general sense of 
equity~I do not like to use the word evading the law— but 
they were obliged to apply the law with some latitude, so 
that the summimi jus might not become the summa injuria. 
(Hear, hear, and a laugh.) That was a condition of things 
which could not be allowed to continue any longer than 
could be helped. I admit that the state of the law on the 
subject is one which cannot be permanent, and ought not to 
be permanently maintained. (Hear, hear.) The time must 
come — probably soon come — when the matter must be care- 
fully inquired into, and some means of getting out of these 
complications must be found ; but I do not think that the 
adoption of these resolutions will be the best way — at least, 
I am not presently disposed to think that they would be the 
best way of meeting the difficulty. (Hear, hear.) I do not 
wish to pledge myself against them, and the leaning of my 
mind, so far as I have examined the question, is so much in 
the opposite direction, that I should certainly say that any 
attempt to pledge us by putting on record the sense of the 
House in favour of these particular steps would be un^wise, 
(Hear, hear.) I think many of the observations of the hon. 
member for "Warwick (Mr. A. Peel) were very much to the 
point. What he said with regard to the mischief of exemp- 
tions and the difficulties which would arise from these par- 
ticular exemptions and remissions entirely coincides with my 
own view. There was one point on which he seemed to think 
that I had expressed an opinion of which he did not approve. 
He said he objected to remissions being doled out to the rail- 
way companies in return for certain concessions in the way of 
affording facilities to the public, and he suggested whether I 
connected the question of the passenger duty with that of 
making provision with regard to railway accidents. I entirely 
agree with him so far as this, that I do not think it would be 
a good plan to say " We will make certain remissions, if you 
will do such and such things ;'* but that is a different tmng 
from what I should propose, and that is, if we '^-^re to have 
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legxslation for the benefit of the public which might impose 
new regulations on the railway companies, that might be a 
very fair occasion for relieving them of a burden which has 
been laid upon them. 

I rather want to consider the matter in that direction, 
because I do not think that the contention put forward by my 
right hon. Friend on behalf of the railway companies for the 
abandonment of the source of revenue by the State as a 
gratuitous gift to the railway companies can be acceded to. 
Sir, I think that the railway companies have no such cause 
of just complaint — a claim on the groimd of justice — for the 
remission of this tax, as my right hon. Friend says. I agree 
with my noble friend the Meniber for Northumberland (Earl 
Percy), that we must not be carried away by the argument 
as to this tax being a tax on locomotion as a sufficient ground 
for the remission of the tax. Of course, all taxes fail some- 
where, and there is something plausible for their remission. 
The tax upon tea is sometimes called a tax upon temperance, 
and we have heard of a tax upon prudence, and a tax upon 
paper has been called a tax upon knowledge, and then there 
are taxes upon manufactures and locomotion — all these are 
put forward, and when you have a nice sounding word that 
seems enough. We should never have any taxes to levy if 
we were to be carried away by such things. But my right 
hon. Friend says, " Take off this tax, because it will do such 
an amount of good, and will develope the industries of the 
country." I am one of those who take a very free view of 
the great advantage of taking off the taxes upon industry. 
But in doing it you are cutting off one source of taxation to 
such an extent that you may soon lose the means of draw- 
ing it into the Exchequer, and I confess that I am not by 
any means sure that I could get back into the Exchequer 
the amount that I might sacrifice upon this tax. Then 
comes the question, " Would you really and truly benefit the 
public ? Would they be the party who would benefit by 
this ?*' And there is the question upon which we are at 
issue. Our argument when we dispute that is — that by 
taking the tax off stage coaches or off other means of 
conveyance the public is sure to obtain the benefit. 
But this is the case of a monopoly. My right honour- 
able Friend says — " It is not the case of a monopoly, 
and I shall entirely crush and destroy this wild and fallacious 
idea that railways are a monopoly." I listened with very 



72 

great interest and curiosity to hear how the right honourable 
Member was going to show that that was the case. He says : 
" It is not a monopoly, because it is not an artificial monopoly." 
If it is a natural monopoly there may not be anything wrong 
in it. I am not making a charge against the railway com- 
panies. I do not say that they are wrong, but I say that it 
cannot be helped, and that was well answered by the honour- 
able Member for Warwick (Mr. A. Peel), who said — ''It is a 
monopoly, because, if you take the tax off these railway 
companies, they may or they may not reduce their fares." 
Circumstances will differ on different lines, but in a great 
number of them it is entirely in their option whether they 
consider it best to reduce their fares or not. You cannot get 
a railway company to run like a stage coach. If a man won't 
run his coach by the amount taken some one else will start a 
stage coach. If the duty is taken off sugar, and the dealer 
won't sell it cheaper, another man will do so. That cannot 
be the case in regard to railways, for they have a monopoly, or 
a qualified monopoly, which renders it uncertain whether the 
public will get the benefit of the tax That being so, what is 
it that Parliament has to do in these matters. We have got 
a monopoly. Then it might be said : " We might try to 
encourage competition." But it leads, in the first place, to 
great expense, and leads afterwards to something like an 
arrangement between companies ; and after a great deal of 
capital has been expended, it brings on a compromise. And, 
therefore, what Parliament aims at is to make it a regulated 
monopoly. Let the monopoly be regulated by Act of 
Parliament under some wise system, and let care be taken 
that the public get the benefit which it ought to get. No 
doubt that is a very difficult matter. It was an attempt 
to regulate the monopoly which led to the introduction of 
cheap trains in the Act of 1844. It was an Act most 
admirable in design, but in execution, the circumstances 
having so entirely altered, it was a lamentable failure. I am not 
at all sure that in dealing with the same thing now we 
may not have similar difficulties hereafter. I think that my 
right honourable Friend, being assured that this subject is 
receiving the attention of the Grovernment, that the Govern- 
ment are attempting and anxiously attempting to deal with 
it, and that we do not consider that the tax is at present in 
a satisfactory state, I hope that my right honourable Friend 
will not press his Motion. To subscribe to anything on 



73 

record is embarrassing to the Government, whether on the one 
side or the other. The question is not at the present moment 
ripe for decision. The question is one which it is well to 
discuss ; it has been discussed by my right honourable Friend 
with great ability ; and from the discussion which has taken 
place I have no doubt advantage will result. I venture to 
hope that this may be the limit of what we should do at the 
present time ; and I hope that my right honourable Friend 
will be content with the debate which we have had. (Hear, 
hear.) 

Mr. Samuda. : Sir, my right honourable friend the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer admits that the law cannot be 
permanently retained as it now is. I think I gather from 
the speech of the right honourable Gentleman that he objects 
to the trouble which the committee, of which I had the 
honour of being one of the humble members, has taken of lay- 
ing a plan before the House and the country of what they 
thought advisable to do with reference to changing this law. 
Now the difficulty which I think we have to contend with, 
apart from that which has been imported into it by the 
decision of the right honourable Gentleman, is that we find 
ourselves hampered by having to discuss a proposal 
which really does not embody the words of the Com- 
mittee, and by finding that proposal opposed by the noble 
Lord opposite (Earl Percy), which goes much further in 
the opposite direction than what the Committee intended. 
The view of the Committee was that this impost should be 
got rid of when the fiscal condition of the country enabled 
it to be removed without interference with the necessities of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. The view, as put forward 
by my right honourable Friend below me (Mr. Knatchbull- 
Hugessen), is the same as is contended for by the noble Lord 
(Earl Percy), and both have the effect of committing the 
House to the necessity of debating the remission of this duty 
as the very first thing to deal with under any circumstances. 
That 1 conceive was not the view with which I voted before 
the Committee. I voted for it, believing it to be a very 
necessary and a very important alteration, to be made when- 
ever the fiscal condition of the country will enable us to do 
it. But I by no means commit myself to the fact that it 
ought to be removed at once, and ought to be removed, even 
though that removal involved the imposition of other taxes ; 
and, therefore, the Committee is not properly represented by 
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that portion of the resolution. But, passing over that, being 
a matter not necessary to deal with at the present moment, 
because we all know that it is impossible, with the amount of 
money in the coffers of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, to 
deal with the total remission of this tax, we then come to a 
matter on which my noble Friend (Earl Percy) and my right 
honourable Friend (Mr. Knatchbull-Hugessen) are agreed, 
that, if the general proposal were adopted, there is a wise 
mode of dealing with the present amount of duty. (Earl 
Percy indicated dissent.) So I understood my noble Friend, 
but I would not on any account misrepresent him if I can 
help it. Coming to that point, it expresses entirely my own 
view of it ; and it does so because I find the matter in this 
position : the Chancellor of the Exchequer has said 
that there has been a very small amount of observation 
given in the course of this debate to that which I am sure 
had a great effect upon the Committee, viz., the decision of 
the House of Lords. We found the matter standing thus — 
that the intention by the original Act had evidently been set 
aside by the final decision of the House of Lords putting a 
different interpretation upon the law from that which had 
for twenty years previously governed the action of the law. 
The House of Lords is a tribunal of the last resort. We 
cannot go beyond it, and therefore this decision must be 
accepted by the country as the interpretation of the Act of 
Parliament as it exists ; and when so interpreted as we 
have the decision of the House of Lords on the Cheap Trains 
Act, we found that the railways, instead of having to pay into 
the Exchequer a sum of something like between £300,000 
and j6400,000 a year, are now called upon and have 
actually paid into the Exchequer, in 1875, no less than 
£750,000. And, therefore, by an unexpected decision of a 
legal tribunal, we have had the imposition of the duty upon 
railways practically doubled. Now, will the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer allow me to point out that so far as the evidence 
went which we had laid before us, it was totally different 
in the result from that which has been represented to him ? 
The result of those figures has led to the recommendations 
of the Committee. The evidence put before us came to this, 
that the amount of £750,000 which it was estimated would 
be paid in 1876, would be £400,000 if the recommendations 
of the Committee were adopted, to remit the duty upon all 
fares at a penny per mile and under ; and the consequence from 
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that evidence which was put forward by Mr. Rickman, I think, 
the representative of the Inland Revenue, was that the loss 
the first year would have been £350,000. Evidence was also 
put before us that, taking the increase which had taken place 
m past years, in the course of four or five years, the increase 
would have recouped the whole sum to the revenue ; and 
therefore at the end of five years the amount of the revenue 
would have been restored, even though we had remitted the 
duty on all trains and passengers charged at one penny and 
imder per mile, to the amount which it has now reached 
from the Lords' decision, and in addition we should have 
saved all the trouble and expense of the long calculation 
now required to ascertain the proper amount of duty 
payable. There was one other decision arrived at by 
the Committee ; and it was a resolution to the effect that 
in suburban districts a difference should take place — ^that the 
penny fare should not govern the reduction, but that all fares 
charged up to ninepence should govern the tax. Now, I must 
say that I was totally opposed to that view. I was in a great 
minority. My honourable friend below me, the Member for 
Warwick(Mr. Arthur Peel), and the nobleJLord opposite (Earl 
Percy), voted in the minority in that matter. But except 
ourselves the whole of the Committee took an opposite view. 
But it does appear to me that no greater mistake could have 
been made than to make an exception with reference to the 
Metropolitan and suburban lines, after we had laid the 
foundation which would have enabled them if they subscribed 
to our conditions by giving the cheap fare of one penny per 
mile to their passengers, to have the duty remitted, and it was 
evidently wrong to encourage them to go to high fares by 
telling them that so long as the fare is ninepence you shall 
have the duty remitted, whether the ninepence represents 
one penny per mile or four times that amount. The Com- 
mittee made a great mistake in that. The whole essence 
of the decision which was come to by the Committee — at 
least, so far as my own judgment was arrived at — was in this 
way, ;that we at once did two great things by coming 
to the conclusion to make one penny per mile remit the duty ; 
you encouraged all railways to reduce their fares if they 
wished to avoid the duty, and you got rid of all complicated 
accounts between the revenue and the railways. I had no 
interest in it, and I did not look at it from a railway point of 
view, and I cared nothing what the railway point of view was. 
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but I believed that you would in that way advance the in- 
terests of the public. I do not, for one moment, say that the 
railways would have no portion of this reduction. The 
railways would get a portion, and the public would get a 
portion, but on the whole a general advantage would result, 
and if we could succeed (and that is a very great matter) in 
getting rid of the growth of this tax, for the growth will be 
something enormous, if it is not stopped now, and if it is al- 
lowed to grow for three or four years under the present 
unsatisfactory mode of levying it, then I do not know how 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer will be able hereafter ever to 
remit it. But if you can stop it at once, and bring it back 
and see that the loss won't be so gi:eat, but that in four years, 
you may expect to bring up the revenue to what it is at the 
present moment,, then I cannot see but that the recom- 
mendations of the Committee have been extremely useful in 
proposing to get rid of the difficulty which we have suddenly 
found ourselves in, by reason of the unexpected decision of 
the House of Lords, and by reason of the enormous increase 
in the tax. Under these circumstances I do hope that the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer will not altogether allow his 
mind to be prejudiced against the proposal of the Committee. 

With regard to the construction that may be put upon the 
terms of the resolution, the alteration of a very few words 
would, I think, meet the difficulty, if this is thought necessary. 
The alteration could be so made, and then the effect would 
be to do for the Railway Passenger Duty exactly what was 
done for the Paper Duty. 

If I recollect rightly what took place on that occasion a 
Committee sat with reference to the Paper Duty, and 
the Committee came to the conclusion that it was 
advisable to remit that duty. They put the matter 
in an abstract way, to the effect that the Paper Duty 
should, at an early period be got rid of. They brought the 
matter prominently before the consideration of the House, and 
ultimately, the Chancellor of the Exchequer was induced to 
take the question into his consideration, and to place the pro- 
posal for its remission in his budget. A similar course, I 
presume, would be adopted in regard to the Railway Pas- 
senger duty; and I cannot help thinking, that after the 
labours of the Committee, and the great amount of informa- 
tion placed at its disposal by the Government and others 
—information upon which the Committee formed its judg- 
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ment — such labours and such, information ought not to be 
wholly disregarded. (Hear, hear.) 

Mr. Gregory : I do not wish to detain the House on 
this occasion, but having addressed it in former debates 
on the same subject, I may be allowed to oflfer a few obser- 
vations upon the Motion now before us. Whethet we divide 
upon the question, or whether the right honourable Gentle- 
man withdraws his Motion, I hope we shall not deal with the 
matter under any misconception. I make that remark in 
consequence of what has fallen from the honourable Gentle- 
man who has just addressed the House, for he seems to be 
under the impression that the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
has given some encouragement, or that the right honourable 
Gentleman's observations imply some sort of encouragement 
to honourable members to hope that he will deal with the 
remission of this tax on some future occasion. As I under- 
stood the right honourable Gentleman, he meets this Motion 
with a direct negative, and intends to deal with it accord- 
ingly? whether the Motion itself be withdrawn or not. 
That is the way in which the question has been treated, 
I believe, on previous occasions ; and for one or two reasons, 
with which I shall venture to trouble the House, that, I 
maintain, is the way in which it should be dealt with on the 
present occasion. We are asked to remit a sum, or to pledge 
ourselves for the remission of a sum, amounting to something 
like £600,000 a-year of revenue ; and we are asked to remit 
that sum, at all events, in the first instance, to the railway 
companies, whose fares are taxed. On what ground are we 
asked to remit this tax ? As I understand the right honourable 
Gentleman who has brought forward this question, we are 
asked to remit it on the ground that this was a tax originally 
imposed because there were taxes on other means of loco- 
motion in the country ; and that those taxes having ceased 
to be levied on other modes of locomotion, the railway com- 
panies ought no longer tc have this passengers' duty im- 
posed upon them. We are also asked to remit it, because it 
is said to be a discouragement to the development of railways, 
and a tax on locomotion. Let us deal with these points as 
thoy arise. In the first place, there is no doubt that at the 
time this tax was imposed, there were taxes on carriages and 
other vehicles which used the public roads, and that those 
taxes have since been remitted ; but, I ask, are those vehicles 
on the same footing as those of the railway companies upon 



78 

whicli this tax is now imposed P Now, a good deal has been 
said about a monopoly, and it has been admitted on all hands, 
I think, that the railway companies do, to a certain extent, enjoy 
a monopoly. The railway lines themselves are, I admit, open 
to competition : that is to say, it is open to other persons to 
project a line of railway ; and, if they can obtain sufficient 
powers from Parliament it is open to them to construct a 
line in competition with one or more existing lines. But 
upon the line constructed by any company, the company 
constructing it has an absolute monopoly ; and a monopoly, 
which in the original constitution, was never contemplated 
by Parliament in regard to these companies. If you look 
at the original acts of the companies — ^if you consider their 
original constitution — ^you will find that what they were 
authorised for was the formation of highways, and that Par- 
liament contemplated that every person should have a right 
of running upon these highways on payment of a toll. But it 
was subsequently found that no provision was ever made for 
giving those persons so using the highways the use of stations, 
sidings, watering places, and other facilities which were abso- 
lutely necessary for the use of the highway itself. Therefore, by 
the neglect of Parliament in not making those provisions, 
railway companies did obtain a monopoly, and a monopoly 
which was never contemplated in their original constitution 
and authorisation. They obtained that monopoly, and they 
have enjoyed it ever since their formation ; and it is in 
respect to that monopoly so acquired against the original 
intention of Parliament that they remain subject to this tax. 
Then, it is said that the tax operates to prevent the deve- 
lopment of railways. I was an old practitioner in the 
House in the great railway days, long before I had the 
honour of becoming a member of parliament ; and the result 
of my experience at that time was, that there was an 
excessive development of railways in this country. I well 
remember the fighting which took place among the railway 
companies, and the manner in which they competed with 
each other. Those quarrels involved the promoters in an 
expenditure of large sums of money, which were absolutely 
wasted. I can remember Bill after Bill being promoted — 
they were called fighting Bills — merely for the purpose of 
keeping one company out of the territory, which the other 
company never meant to occupy. In this way enormous 
sums were expended, which were unremuneratiye, whereas if 
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the proprietors of the railways had maintained their own 
lines, letting branches into them to meet the public necessities, 
they would no doubt at this time have been earning ten 
per cent. The payment of this tax would have been utterly 
immaterial to any line so conducted that engaged in 
those contests. Mr. Robert Stephenson himself told me of 
a contest between two companies, with which he was 
connected, which cost something like £500,000, merely for 
the expenses in this House, which sum was entirely wasted, 
and which,if propiBrly applied, would have goneat least halfway 
towards making the line about which the two companies con- 
tended, and which I believe, was never made after all. I do 
not think that we need contemplate the development 
of railways as the great object which is to be attained 
by the remission of this tax. What guarantee, even if it 
Were remitted, have we that it will be applied to that pur- 
pose? It is held out to us that it might be so employed ; 
but does anybody in this house suppose for a moment that it 
would be so applied ? Depend upon it when the question 
came before the meeting of shareholders, whether this money 
should be employed in providing additional station accommo- 
dation for the public, or whether it should be expended upon 
the shareholders themselves, the votes would be given in 
favour of the latter course. What would be the effect upon 
the Stock Market if it were known that another half per 
cent, would be added to the dividend by the remission of the 
tax ? No proprietary would, for an instant, think of apply- 
ing the amount of the tax, if remitted, to additional accom- 
modation for the public. They would naturally put the 
remission into their own pockets. (Hear, hear.) Again, it 
is said that this is a tax upon locomotion^ Now, does any- 
body suppose that one single passenger more or less would be 
carried in consequence of the remission of the tax ? The 
railway companies adapt their fares to the passengers that 
they can carry ; what they study is the number of passengers 
that they can obtain ; and, whether this tax can be imposed or 
not, the fares will be adapted to the circumstances of their 
individual case and the traffic which can be obtained by the 
fares. If they find their traffic falling off in consequence of 
the scale of fares those fares will be altered accordingly. If 
they find that they can maintain their traffic and fares they 
wiU maintain them at their then present amount. I do not 
believe that the object which hasbeenheld out as an inducement 
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to remit this tax will be attained. We are told that some rail- 
way companies have added this tax to their fares, and if we 
remit this tax the fare will be reduced. In consequence of the 
Cattle Plague and other causes, the prices of articles of consump- 
tion have risen from time to time ; but I venture to say that 
very few people know the prices to have been reduced when 
the causes of their having been raised have ceased to operate. 
The prices remain as long as they can be obtained from the 
public. And so it will be with the railway companies ; 
the public will travel at the fares that have been 
imposed, so long as the fares are imposed, whether 
this taxation be remitted or not. The question which we 
really have to consider is this : By the remission of this tax, 
we are to give so much as bonus to railway shares, and we 
have to consider whether there is any ground for putting that 
money into their pockets. I venture to say that, for the last 
twenty years, nearly the whole of the railways of this country 
have practically changed hands ; that is to say, the stock of 
these railways has been passed from one hand to the other, 
and everybody buying this stock, during that period, has 
bought it subject to this taxation. The parties who have so 
acquired the stock now come to us and ask for a remission of 
it for the purpose of creating an additional bonus to their 
stock. That is really the question, and we are asked to do 
this at the expense of the public, for at the expense of the 
public it must be done. If there is a margin, of course we 
must consider to what interest that margin of revenue will be 
applied. If it is applied to one interest, it must be at the 
expense of another. On the other hand, if there is no margin 
of revenue we shall be merely imposing fresh taxation on the 
public. That is the dilemma in which we should be placed 
by adopting the resolution, or assenting to it in any way. 
That is to say, we must accept this principle, that, if there is 
a balance of revenue at any time that can be applied to this 
purpose, we pledge ourselves that it will be so applied ; if 
there is not such a balance, we, at all events, pledge ourselves 
to deal with it on some future occasion, and to impose fresh 
taxation on the public for the purpose, as I contend, of 
relieving railway shareholders. I do maintain that they have 
made out no case for this. On the contrary, I hold that if 
they had been content with a fair exercise of the powers 
which Parliament has given them, and had not engaged in 
the contests to which I have referred, they might have carried 
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on a profitable trade with the monev they wasted in those 
contests. I also contend that this tax would then have been of 
no real consequence to them, and that they ought not now to 
have come to ask this House to grant its remission. (Hear, 
hear.) 

Mr. Eo DWELL : Although I am most unwilling to protract 
this debate, I think, that having had the honour of presiding 
over the Committee which has led to this discussion, I might 
be considered guilty of disrespect, either to it or to the House, 
or of showing an indifierence to the subject, if I allowed the 
discussion to close without saying a few words. I am the 
more tempted to do so, in consequence of the remarks which 
have been just addressed to the House by my honourable and 
learned Friend ; who seems to have taken this opportunity of 
inveighing loudly against the railway system in general, and I 
am at a loss to understand how the remarks which he made 
have any relation to the report or finding of the Committee, 
or to the subject now under consideration. It is certain, that 
my honourable and learned Friend has forgotten the report of 
the Committee, and of the proceedings of the Committee, if 
he has ever read them at all, as he is under some strange 
misapprehension as to the decisions at which they arrived, as 
well as the reasons which guided them to those decisions. 

With regard to the policy of continuing a tax which com^s 
within the category of those imposts upon articles of primary 
necessity, against which the wiiole course of modem legisla- 
tion is opposed, I cannot agree with my honourable Friend. 
I will not go into that subject, but I will rather state to the 
House what the object and scope of the enquiry by the 
Committee was, and I do so because I think the whole dis- 
cussion has been raised upon a rather false issue, viz., as if 
it were simply and solely a question between the railway 
companies on the one hand, and the taxpayers on the other, 
a mere struggle between taxpayers and shareholders. The 
honourable Gentleman said — '• Does any one suppose that if 
this tax were remitted anybody would be the better ? '* He 
may think not, but his opinion is against the evidence of at 
least six gentlemen of credit and position, who gave the com- 
mittee excellent reasons for arriving at a diflFerent conclusion ; 
and one or two of the witnesses said that by this exceptional 
charge two results had followed, the public had been the 
sufferers, and in oonFcquence the traflBc on the railways had 
diminished. The honourable Grentleman cannot have read 
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the evidence on that suhject, or he would have seen that the 
Committee were strongly impressed with the helief that hy 
an alteration in the law, advantages would result to those 
for whose benefit cheap trains were at first introduced. 
(Hear.) Let me remind the House of the original terms 
upon which the Committee was appointed — it was appointed 

** To enquire into and report upon the operation of the present law relating 
to the railway passenger duty, and espeoially " 

(a most important word) 

** as to its effect upon the working of cheap trains,'* 

and it was on that point, amongst others, that the witnesses 
were called. One of the resolutions of the Committee was 
to this effect — 

** That the construction put by several of the leading companies upon an 
enactment which was designed to provide greater accommodation for the 
poorer classes bears more hardly upon them than upon any other class of the 
community." 

So that it is evident that this resolution was ad rem^ and it 
then gives the reason, because it — 

** To some extent prevents the issuing of return, season and weekly tickets ; 
if the exemption is earned the passenger must be delayed by stoppages ; if the 
exemption is forfeited he has to pay the increased fare to meet the duty." 

There was evidence to show that the continuance of the tax 
did operate not merely to the pecuniary disadvantage of the 
poorer classes but to their discomfort and inconvenience in 
other ways. It kept them waiting at stations, and prevented 
them from having return, weekly and season tickets, and all 
tiie advantages which were every day becoming a necessity 
to persons fiving in the London suburban districts. It is 
not a mere money calculation, it is one of comfort and con- 
venience to travellers by railways, and to those who work the 
railways. To say that this is a proposal merely to put money 
into the pockets of the shareholders is a proposition I can- 
not accept for one moment. The public had a grievance, and 
they came before the Committee to complain of it. An illus- 
tration of this was pointedly brought before the Committee, 
in the shape of a petition memorial signed by third class 
passengers travelling on the Brighton and South Coast Rail- 
way, complaining of the increase of fares. The Amendment 
of the noble Lord (Earl Percy) agrees, to a certain extent, 
with the Motion, but it opens up a much larger question 
than was intended, and the debate has taken a wider field . 
The recommendations of the Com^mittee, as they now stand, 
were then — 
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' * 1 . That the tax is an undesirahle one to maintain longer than is necessary 
from a fiscal point of view, and they (the Committee) recommend its repeal 
whenever the state of the public revenue will permit." 

**2. That until the finances of the State warrant the abolition of the tax 
the following modifications should be instituted, viz., that the present tax of 
6 per cent, be restricted to fares over one penny per mile, and that the fares of 
all classes of passengers for the single journey carried in any train paying one 
penny or less per mile be exempted, and that this exemption should apply to 
return, weekly, and season tickets." 

This is a recommendation in favour of the persons 
for whose special benefit the law was made, namely, 
those who travel by cheap trains. (Hear.) The second 
T3aragraph is directed entirely to the class entitled to privi- 
leges by the Cheap Trains Act, and that is really the question 
raised by the original Motion. There is another important 
matter to which I will draw the attention of the House. We 
found that the law was not and could not be carried out. It 
was asserted by all the witnesses connected with railway com- 
panies, and admitted by those representing the Government 
departments, that the provisions of the Cheap Trains Act, as 
interpreted by the courts of law, which involve among other 
things the running of at least one train daily from end to 
end each way stopping at every station, could not be strictly 
followed, and that the Act was constantly infringed. The 
Solicitor to the Board of Inland Revenue called it " obsolete," 
and the Secretary of the Board of Trade spoke of the approval 
of trains by his Department as having become a farce. The 
Inland Revenue had, therefore, felt bound to make arrange- 
ments with the railway companies based on different plans, 
and known as the ticket, mileage-fraction, and per oentage 
systems (which are all entirely outside the Act), as a tem- 
]^orary means of doing justice to the railway companies and 
at the same time of protecting the interests of the Revenue. 
It seems to me that this was a strange state of things to which 
the attention of the Committee was called. The railway 
officials said that the law was unworkable, and that they were 
obliged every day to break the law (hear). My right hon. 
Friend (Mr. Hugessen) has only fulfilled a public duty in 
drawing the attention of the House and the Government to 
this daily, regular and organised infraction of the law. No 
one could have done it vidth greater propriety. I regret that 
my right hon. friend the Chancellor of the Exchequer should 
announce that he intends to move a distinct negative to the 
Motion of the right hon. Gentleman. His attention has been 
called to two blots, viz., that the law is daily broken, and, 
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